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Cases Reported this Week. 
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Burt, Boulton, & Haywood vy. Bull and Jones (Appellant) v. The Commis- 
Ward ; 
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(Appellants) v. The Commissioners 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE CHANCBRY REGISTRARS in attendance during the Christmas 
Vacation will be Mr. Jackson and Mr, Rot, ~ 





Taz Incorroratep Law Society have made.a regulation 
under section 6 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, and section 3 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1894, to the effect that persons who have-passed 
the following examinations will be exempted from the Inter- 
mediate Examination—viz., the examination required for B.O.L. 
or LL.B. at one of the following Universities in the United 
Kingdom (whether prior to or after entering into 
articles)—Oxford, Cambridge, London, Victoria, or Dablin, 
Arti clerks will also be exemp‘ed from the Intermediate 
Examination if, prior to entering into 

honours in the Final Honours School of Jurisprudence at 
Oxford or in the Law Tripos at Cambridge. 
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In THE case of Pillers y. Edwards (reported elsewhere) Court of 
Appeal No. 2 have decid at aj ent against a married 


jan cannot be enforced against arrears of income, the income 
Being eubysotTo anticipation, oven though th arreame wars kat 
the date o oi Emer .. LINDLEY, L.J., observed that the court 
was bound so to ho 


in deference to the decision of Court of 
Hood-Barys v. Catheart (42 W. R. 628 ; 1894 
~~ ’ 


Q. B. 559), but it Ry be noticed that in that the arrears 
ue after he date of ie fadgment “The 
y this appeal,” said Kay, LJ., in 


2 

hin question accrue 

short question raise 

delivering the judgment of the court, “is whether a receiver 
can be obtained of arrears of income of a married woman 
which eccrued due after the date of the judgment where such 
income was settled to the separate use of the married woman 
with the usual restraint on anticipation.” In Pillers v. Edwards 
it appears that the judgment against the married woman was 
obtained on the 21st of October, and an application was made 
to obtain a receiver of rents which had accrued due on the 
29th of September: It might have been possible to hold that 
fur the purpose of enforcing a judgment against a married 
woman in the common form—execution, that is, being limited 
to her separate estate not subject to restraint— arrears of 
income already due would be liable to be taken, though future 
arrears would not. According to the opinion of Bacon, V.C., 
in Claydon v. Finch (L. R. 15 Eq. 268), the income, when due 
to th ied woman, is as much her absolute property as if 
it was.already in her own pocket. Apparently, however, the 
court did not see their way to suggesting such a distinction, 


PP ‘and it must he taken that all arrears of income, whenever the 
4 have accrued due, remain subject to raint on anticipa- 
tion, at an Or the purpose of defeatiog creditors. 


Tne practice of calling an arbitrator as a witness in an action 
to set aside his award has been characterized by Lord Hats- 





Appeal No. 1 in 











BURY, presiding in the Court of Appeal, and the other members | ; 


of the court, as pessimi exempli. In a recent case of Lorymer v. 
Mayor, &c., of Bristol, a reference was made to a lay arbitrator 
to assess the amount of compensation to be paid to a tenant 
‘whose land was compulsorily taken by the Corporation of 
Bristol. The corporation, being dissatisfied with the award, 
endeavoured to upset it, on the. ground that the arbitrator had 
been influenced by evidence which was inadmissible. In the 
course of his judgment Lord Hatsnury animadverted strongly 
on the inexpedieney of counsel of great skill cross-examining a 
lay arbitrator for the purpose of finding out what was in his 
mind, and on what basis he framed his award. If such, indeed, 
be a growing practice, it is much to be deprecated, and the 
sooner the Legislature steps in to make it illegal the better will 
it be for the community at large. The law seems to be that in 
an action on an award under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act the arbitrator is an admissible witness, to shew what 
matters were included BY him in the compensation which he 
has given, but he must not be asked his reasons for awarding 
any particular item ; nor can he be asked to explain or contra- 
dict his award. The admissible evidence is so closely connected 
with the inadmissible evidence that one may readily see that 
a skilful cross-examiner may get admissions from the arbitrator 
‘ery prejudicial to the party in whose favour the award was 
made, and such that the court may be easily persuaded to upset 
the award. If an arbitrator may be called to give evidence on 
his award, why should not jurors or even the judge himself, 
who have tried a case, be called to give evidence of what took 

lace at such trial? There seems to be an unwritten law that a 


ae BS 


udge may not be called, except possibly for the purpose of 
provip anything collateral or in iental to the former trial, 
thou ee that there is no express English decision on 
eaid thet in a trial for perjury committed in the county 
court the judge should have been called to prove the perj 
from his notes; he added, however: ‘If you had called tao, ¥ 
should not have come.” We cannot but think that a short Act 
of Parliament prohibiting the calling of an arbitrator as a 


witness in proceedings on his own award is needed and would 
be beneficial. 

















that ‘ where any money agreed or awarded, or ordered on appeal 
to be paid for compensation, costs or otherwise, is not paid within 
fourteen days after the time when it is agreed or awarded or 
ordered to be paid, it shall be recoverable, upon order made by 
the judge of the county court, as money orderéll by a county 
court under its ordinary jurisdiction to be paid is recoverable.” 
A Divisional Court of the Queen’s Bench Division, on Monday last, 
in Hoimes v. Formby (reported elsewhere), held that the above- 
mehtioned section is to be read as if the words ‘‘to the tenant ” 
were inserted after the words “to be paid”; and, consequently, 

F ed by the = is_ not 
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p fection 6 (c) of the A A 
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groun¢ in appears to have been that “the Act | 
was passed exclusively for the benefit of the tenant,” and in)” 
order to give him a right to compensation for unexhausted © 
improvements which he did not before ; but an addi- — 
tional ground was stated as being that the claim of the landlord ~ 
could only be taken into account by way of reduction of, or © 
set off against, the claim of the tenant. @ first-mentioned ~ 
ground ignores the rule laid down by Lord Herscuztt in Cor | 
v. Hakes (15 App. Cas., at p. 528) that if the language of The — 
Legislature, interpreted according to the recognized canons of | 

construction, involves a partic result, the courts ‘“‘ must’ | 
frankly yield to it, even if [they] should be satisfied that ~ 
it was not in the contemplation of the Legislature.’ The ~ 
landlord’s compensation for damage in Holmes v. Formby ~ 
was plainly under the award in that case “ money awarded ~ 
to be paid for compensation . . or otherwise” within ~ 
section 24 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, and was 
therefore, under the strict language of that section, taken 
by itself, recoverable in the summary manner thereby provided. 
T 


he other ground is more tenable. The only provision enabling { 
the landlord to obtain payment of sums due for rent or compen-| 
tion in respect OF 7 breach of - oom ie 
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. put 1 0 bey 
yea that the is section expressl 

describes the sums “compensation,” and © 
speaks of the landlord “obtaining compensation under this ~ 
Act”; thereby bringing the sums awarded to the landlord © 
within the words of section 24, “money awarded to be paid © 
for compensation.” The contention would be, however, that 
under section 6 there is no authority to award sums to be } 
“paid ” to the landlord, but only to award sums to be “taken ¢ 
into account in reduction” of the compensation payable to the f 
tenant. The question is doubtful, but it seems possible that 
on this ground the decision may be supported. 





P anend 
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In THE CASE of — v. Moore (reported elsewhere) the Court 
of Appeal No, 2 has upheld the principle that the High Court 
has jurisdiction to restrain by interlocutory injunction arbitra- 
tration proceedings instituted bs one of the pa 

: i An arbitration Cig 
he agreement has instituted an action in effect impeaching the 
agreement itself. It was strenuously contended on behalf of © 
the appellant in Kitts v. Moore, both in the Court of Appeal and 
before the Lord Chief Justice (sitting as Vacation Judge), that 
under no circumstances had the court jurisdiction to restrain 
arbitration proceedings (except, perhaps, on the ground that the 
arbitrator was corrupt), and the cases of Worth London Railway 
Co. v. London and North- Western Railway Co. (31 W. R. 490, 11 
Q. B. D. 80) in the Court of Appeal, Wood v. Lillies (Currry, 
J.) (61 L. J. Ch. 158), and Farrar v. Cooper (Kuxewicn, J.) (38 

. R. 410, 44 Ch. D. 323) were relied on as authorities for that 
proposition. But, as was — out by the Court of Appeal in 
Kitts v. Moore, in none of those cases was the agreement con- 
taining the arbitration clause itself impeached in the suit 
brought by the party rey! the injunction. The court held} ” 
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that it was clearly established by the cases of I/y/ne v. Dickinson — 
(Lord Expon, 0, (Coop. Ch. Rep. 135), South-Western Railway — 
Co. v. Coward agg C.) (5 Rail. Cas. 703), and © 





Buction 24 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, provides 
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ll V.C.) (1 H. & M. 130) that the old Court of Chancery had | for the joint deb i 
Bpeal exercised jurisdiction to restrai ings under an arbitra- | other joint sealant war welet n Peor dy The judgment be 
- in tion clause con fained 10 an ag t] yreement i self on the bill of exchange was . to extinguish the lia ity 
. he: vat ties was impe . It is, on the contract, and Drake v. ttchell was distinguished on the 
oust oe TT cited in the Annual Practi fnge' cg eos ground that the original cause of action in that case, being in 
— Sham (Myles v. Dickgeson ond Af “ pote ough two of | respect of a covenant, was of a higher nature than, and so a 
y last Ireland Ritlesy Co.) are cited in ‘Russell ep hgyy aA teat Wag Pea i (43 WR. oo tar aesek hie k 
? : j =} r - Vv W. R. 66 Ye) = 
bove. ad a P. al Povey! oe however, omits the case of rele So of Drake Bast wit Big Boe Ler at Neagh — 
apt o7 * Lon ~ - way vy. Lew ae North- Western Rail- they have affirmed the principle there established and have over- : xs 
“ EY oe en xe e PPS ’ = itts v. Moore, admitted, | ruled Cambefort v. Chapman. Two persons had given a joint be. 
seein P — “4 “t < uctantly, that they were bound to hold, guarantee for the due payment of rent. One of the :. — 
= + ng ys Sd dl ass “ North London Railway Co. v.| antors gave a cheque in satisfaction of his liability on the 
— a (oyot i fh : = way Se bee section 25, sub-| guarantee. Judgment was recovered on the cheque, but was 
nd in we diclic of the court to great uk taftnediel aah tas if | Wien, 7, (48 W. a San a “rb parece» gees op 
A pos cnt hs c - : hy ~~ an Pegs and that if it} Wru1s, J. (42 W. R. 639), that this did not merge the cause of 
—_ r* ae — at jurisdiction had been exercised by the | action on the guarantee, and, consequently, the other guarantor 
i- old Court o ancery to restrain arbitration proceedings when | was still liable. 
-—_ the nage containing the arbitration clause was itself 
of, or impeached, the court would have been refuse 
tioned i Loation, notwithstanding section 25 Pregcr Yi (8), of Pos In THE case of Seance, (ote, p- 26) the Court of Aspe 
n Cor udicature Act, 1873. The existence of such jurisdiction before sore sageere’, Se which was very clearly by Re ‘ 
of THE , the Judicature Act having, however been dlearly es Kupazasy, V.C, in Ge (1 W. R, 476, 1 Drew. 
ons of “the Court of Appeal held, affirming the decision of the ey 648). When a testator * table gift he may make it at atonal 
+ must hiet Jug See wo owe ee such terms as to indicate * Sour charitable purpose, 
1 that applicable to the case of Avtts v. Moore, because in the latter although he also points out the which the purpose is 
The fe The agrocmient COMMaININ The arbitration clause was itecl! to be carried into effect. In this case the general charitable 
Formby iMOEEGHGE Be the action inetitated by the ts coakins the intention is held to be paramount, and, as decided in . 
varded injunction. ‘The decision 1s of importance as c early defining ee Ves., p. 69), in the event of the failure © 4 
within he extent and limit of the jurisdiction of the court to restrain orig om ents specified y the testator, the gift does not lapse, i 
be srbitealiia proceedings. but the law substitutes some other mode of effectuating his 7” M 
‘talean ’ intention. On the other hand, if the testator shews an inten- : 
vided. ann rot | 
ablin . : ao : oA. : 
Sed ip periret rere here Seed a 
. ’ “ MAAS na m 18 ad as Delng in tHe me 1] " 
somal Be, niques, 0 en oe oe further ‘proceedings i logatee, and the doctrine of lapao applies. ‘The distinct ie’ Aah 
; * ap ta ay th oaeiee <a of action. — The cause of action | recognized by Woop, V.0., in v. ne (15 
a eye pada ma a! of record, which is of a higher nature, W. R. 1200, L. R. 4 Eq. 521), though he @ same time 
— weet igg® remedy is merged in the higher” ( per Parxe, intimated that the matter t some day require further con- 
preesly deal His v. Hoare, 13 M. & W. 504). Hence it follows that | sideration; and there is undoubtedly force in the contrary 
.” and ( eee bey! 2 more =e liable on the original cause of action, | argument, that the gift toa charitable institution in itself implies 
an et cal t) + se ne or in tort, and judgment is obtained | & charitable intention which the court ought to effectuate, The 
 alord 3 os y one, the eae though unsatisfied, operates as | fur her consideration however, which the question has received 
e paid is merged in the ‘adgment, cad nd faScoedings in res a cael am ot ta ee at “7 
‘he Age . fig ae against any of the persons originally’ liable. benefit a particu astitut aT he Srna .. oz 
‘taken sist gat er ghee purely technical grounds, and is appa- | esset > the eticacy oF the pr Sut the mere su is he Slot 
. to ee pars IS wt an a e py = ends of justice; but since the | sufficient, and, as was held in He § yin (39 W. R. 578; 1891, 4 
te that —~_ yg BA | jaagh; Lords in K _v. Hamilton (28 |2 Oh. 236), should the instituffon cease to exist between the ,4 
. R. 97, pp. as, 504) it has been 1 ) ble it in | testator’s death and the tim ment of the legacy, th 
question. If, however, one of the parties liable gives a bill or | money is ¢ eotually given bé Applied cy 
cheque in respect of the debt, and judgment is recovered ; 
Op elingy - = the — a = ee on the bill 
» Court » does the same res ollow m this point there |* Tx Courr of A has decided. Russe 
n Court pave hash ane two contrary decisions. fn Drake v. Mitchell | et Hrangaise v. Clack Cotte Moca mae mg ag rvice 
=Hrtra- ( ost, 1) one of three joint covenantors gave a bill of writ in an action on a defendant it is not 1 
ea exchange for part of a debt secured by the covenant, and rh 
= 3 é judgment was recovered on the bill. It was held that the x 
ing the judgment on the bill was no more than a security for the Fr 
half of original cause of action, and consequently, until the judgment ; x the case peter 
eal and —— it was open to the creditor to sue upon the original | the dot e defendant was served with two writs i oe 
e), that tary of pny Hence the judgment against one covenantor envelope, but he declined to look at them, and as a fact neve 
vesteatll on * was no bar to an action against all three covenantors | did look at them. The defendant was aware of the nature of 
that the a e covenant. ‘A judgment,” said Lord Exrennonoveu, | one writ, but did not know of the other, nor was his atten 
Raihoay ~~ recovered in any form of action is still but a security called to the fact that there were two write. The « 
490, 11 <— original cause of action, until it be made productive in | (Livptey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) affirming the decision of 
Curry, satisfaction to the party; and, therefore, till then it cannot | Day, J., at chambers, set aside the judgment obtained ag: if 
J.) (38 ser tg change any other collateral concurrent remedy | the defendant ox STOIC on the ground that | aa 
for that ~ eadinaed. cag bag 9 oan a a was that | never been properly served Wit th doubtedly twa anole 4 
eal in . tT ———— ee coyenant an¢ = © Cause 0 action on Hines are Nec USSa) 0] it f ’ Vici ‘ ta n @) a 
Lig thé bill were quite independant and that judgment recovered | must be actua a ete ota os hi fee 
the suit whe Of the latter did not, apart from satisfaction of the | and (2) his attention musi be called to the fact that 3 
urt held Ds gment, affect the remedy in respect of the former. In| process of thS Court, the mstitution of legal proceedings agai: 
iabineetl befort v. ae (35 W. R. 838, 19 Q. B. D, 229) this | him. “Tifaddition te Lis atéuntion sauet : 
Railway principle was overlooked, and an unsatisfied judgment against | process which is proposed YO Bi nT a4arh 
93), and one joint contractor, on a bill of exchange pe a him alone | cOurt followed the decision in 4 
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and several older cases, where service in an envelope might 
be held to be good service provided the conditions stated 
above were fulfilled. 





Tue RULE that, in the county court, there is a right to trial by 
jury in all actions, not being of the kind which, in the Hig 
Court, are assigned to the Chancery Division, has just had an 
important exception grafted on to it—namely, that in admiralty 
causes of salvage, towage, or collision, where either ee! asks 
for trial by a judge and assessors, this mode of trial must be 
adopted, though t 
was so decided in the recent case of Kelly and Hardy v. Isle of 
Man Steam Packet Co, by Sir F. Jeune and Mr. Justice Bruce. 
Having regard to the terms of section 10 of the County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 71), which 
provides that ‘in any admiralty cause of salvage, towage, or 
collision the county court judge shall, if he think fit, or on the 
request of either party to such cause, be assisted by two nautical 
assessors in the same way as the judge of the High Court of 
Admiralty is now assisted by nautical assessors,” no other 
decision could well have been arrived.at. 





’ REVISION OF THE RULES OF COURT. 


“Pere-path of the legal practitioner is set with thorns in the 
shape of an accumulating forest of Judicature Acts aiid a 
ut undergrowth of prickly rules of court. In addition 
to all the law in which he must be versed, he has to be always 
fighting his way in High Court proceedings through eleven 
hundred rules of court, backed by nine Judicature Acts. Some 
little time ago we gave a retrospect of the making and un- 
making of rules during the past legal year. fr anyone 
supposes that a solicitor with a good practice has time at his 
disposal to follow this bewildering kaleidoscope of procedure 
reguiations;“he has a most inadequate idea of the daily re- 
quirements of a solicitor’s business. Solicitors are only human 
after all, and they are rapidly becoming oppressed by the 
masses of new procedure rules and repeals of old rules which 
are pitched into the pathway of their daily work with incon- 
siderate liberality. 

The intelligence therefore that a revision of the rules is 
in progress, and that there is reason to hope that it will 
be completed before the next Long Vacation, will raise con- 
siderable hopes in the minds of professional men. If costs 
are to be continually cut down all round with relentless 
severity, the very least~the~profession have a right to ask 
is that procedure shall be made more simple in proportion 
as it is made less remunerative. The code of Bn under 
which we are now working is called ‘‘ Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883,” but though some of them were made in 1883, 
the number was very small. Most of them were re-enagt- 
ments of old rules, so ancient that when we try to trace them 
back to their original source we require the Irisbman’s vision, 
that we may be able to “see them go out of sight.” From 
1875 down to the present time hardly a year has passed without 
additions being made to the mass. Sometimes two or three 
clusters of new rules have been thrust in in a single year, and 
other clusters pulled out, and sometimes single rules have been 

tched in by themselves without due regard so their surround- 
en, until the whole mass has become a code of procedure so 
complicated that it almost passes the wit of man to understand 
it thoroughly. If this promised revision embraces simplifica- 
tion, excision of all unnecessary matter, and codification, to be 
followed by a few years’ rest from rule-making, it will be a 
‘age 0) maar to the legal profession. We confess, however, 

f of surprise that the work of revision has not been 
comm in another way. We have nine Judicature Acts 
which form the foundation of procedure, and until these are 
consolidated, it ap to us that a revision of the rules built 
upon them may raise our hopes but will never fulfil them. 

It is becoming evident that the existing machinery for making 
Rules of the Supreme Court has such serious defects that some 
improvement is required. We do not for a moment question 
the individual knowledge and grasp of principles of the learned 


e other party demands a trial by jury. This | 





judges who make the rules; but to account for all the restless & 


activity of the past year in making and unmaking rules of | 
procedure by instalments, which we recently described, there ~ 
must surely be some lack in their counsels of practical informa. ~ 


tion, some loss of touch of practical requirements, and some 


defect in the machinery employed to give effect to their inten. ~ 
tions. If this be so, it is time that some change of system were © 
introduced, for every rule of court which does not work out in 


practice brings —, loss to litigants over mere preliminary 
technicalities. 


it will only deign to work them. We no longer live in days” 
when a loosely-constructed, autocratic system of departmental 
goverment can possibly be successful. This is specially true of 


the regulation of procedure, which depends for its success upon ~ 


its practical usefulness ; its adaptability to the needs of a 
business community, which cannot tolerate delay ; its freedom 
from purely technical difficulties of detail. There are not want- 
ing signs to show that our judges have grasped the public need 
in this respect, but they are far removed by their position and 
ver responsibilities from that intimate knowledge of practical 
etails of procedure which is absolutely necessary to enable the 
governing authority of the Supreme Court to mould its pro-| 
cedure to meet the public requirements of the day. 

We have said that there are mines of practical knowledge ready 
to be worked. Solicitors and barristers are now represented on 
the Rule Committee itself, and we need not refer particularly to 
official sources of practical knowledge which are Seuitian well 
known to the judges themselves, but it may be pointed out that, 
outside official departments, there is probably no body of men 
who have such an intimate and varied knowledge of procedure, 
its difficulties, its hindrances, its ible wise developments, as 
solicitors’ managing clerks. e are not, of course, for a 
moment s ting that the Rule Committee should be cha: 
by the addition either of officials or members of the Managing 
Clerks’ Association, or that any alteration should be made in 
its constitution which would in the smallest degree alter its 
character as a committee of judges, counsel, and solicitors 


with supreme authority to regulate the procedure of the” 


Supreme Court. But what we do suggest, and are prepared 
to urge upon our rulers, is that so long as this fund of 
ractical knowledge, official and unofficial, which may be had 
or the mere asking, is left without some properly regulated 
system by which it may submit recommendations to the Rule 
Committee to be duly considered before rules of court are 
published, so long may we expect to find ourselves drifting 
farther and farther away from finality in matters of pro- 
cedure, on a troubled sea of constant new rules made and 
withdrawn, imperfect revisions, and conflicting decisions on 
matters of practice. 








HOW TO AVOID ESTATE DUTY. 
Ii. 


Where the settlor takes an interest under the settlement.—In this 
case the settlement comprises property which would, on the 
death of the deceased, be liable to the old account duty if that 
had extended to real estate and to settlements made for value. 
Property of this nature is to be deemed to pass on the death of 
the settlor by the Finance Act, s. 2 (1) (c) (see ante, p. 55). 

Now, what is property which would be required, on the death 
of the deceased, to be included in an account under 44 & 45 Vict. 
c, 12, s. 38, as amended by 52 & 53 Vict. c. 7, s. 11, merely 
because it is settled by a voluntary settlement? It is property 
passing under the settlement. The difficulty in the construction 
of the Act arises from the fact that the instant at which the 
“ passing ”’ is to take place is not stated. When, however, we 
consider the context, we find that the stamp duty on accounts is 


to be charged at the same rates as those by the Act — on 
tters 


affidavits required from a person applying for probate or 

of administration ; in other words, that the duty is to become 
payable on death—i.c., the death of the settlor. This is the 
construction that the clauses under consideration have always had 


ut upon them. Where the settlor has reserved to himself & 
e interest, or has given to any other person an interest for the 
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life of the settlor, there is no difficulty in seeing that the 

roperty passes at the death of the settlor. In cases within the 
ots of 1881 and 1889, where the settlor has reserved the right 
to restore the property to himself by the exercise of a power, it 
is, perhaps, not quite clear how it can be said to at his 
death ; but, as the persons claiming under the settlement who 
took an interest defeasible by an exercise of the power acquire 
an absolute interest on his death, we can, without any great 
violation of precision of language, say that the property passes 
at his death. 

It follows that if the life interest is merged and the power 
extinguished in the lifetime of the settlor, account duty would 
not have been payable on the death of the settlor, always 
remembering that if the merger of the life interest or destruc- 
tion of the power is voluntary, it must have taken place one 
year before the death of the settlor. Similar remarks apply to 
estate duty arising under a settlement, under which the settlor 
takes a life interest, cr some other person takes an interest for 
the life of the settlor, or where the settlor reserves a power 
under which he can restore the property to himself. It will be 
remembered that in the incorporation of the provisions as to 
account duty in the Finance Act they are to be read asif the 
words “voluntary” and ‘‘ voluntarily” and a reference to a 
“volunteer” were omitted therefrom (see ante, p. 55). 

It appears to follow that the method of avoiding estate duty 
is the same whether the person on whose death the property 
passes is or is not the settlor, except that in the former case he 
must, in order to avoid duty, destroy not only his life interest, 
but every power that would enable him to take the property 
back. 

Joint power of appointment.—Probably a joint power of 

appointment is not a general power within tho meaning of the 
Finance Act (s. 22 (2) (2)). It must, however, be remembered 
that by section 22 (2) (+) ‘a disposition taking effect out of the 
interest of the deceased person shall be deemed to have been made 
by him, whether the concurrence of any other person was or was 
not required.” This appears to apply to the case of a woman 
married before 1883, whose statutory power to dispose of real 
estate requires the concurrence of her husband, and to the cases 
that rarely occur where a general power given to A. can be 
exercised only with the consent of B. In cases of this nature 
the person whose consent is required has no power of making a 
disposition, but the giving of his consent is a cqndition prece- 
dent to the ‘disposition ”’—i.¢., to the exercise of the power by 
the donee. This is very different from the case of a joint power 
of appointment where the disposition is made by both donees. 
In most cases where there is a joint power of appointment each 
of the donees takes an interest at least for life in the property, 
so that, whether our opinion is correct or not, estate duty will be 
payable on the death of the first tenant for life. In cases where 
the power is vested in a father and a son, with limitations in 
default of appointment to the father for life, with remainder to 
the son for life or in tail, and the son is in such a state of health 
as to render it likely that he will die before his father, it may be 
proper to release the power, as, if our opinion is incorrect, duty 
will be payable on the death of the son dying in his father’s 
lifetime, while, if the power is released, duty will not be pay- 
able till the death of the father, at all events if the son lives 
for a year after the release. 
. Power of revocation.—The question whether a power of revoca- 
tion is a general power within the meaning of section 22 (2) Ae 
is one of some nicety. Probably, if the effect of exercising the 
power would be to make the ey nt A revert to the person to 
whom the power is given, it would be construed to be a “ general 
power” within the meaning of the section, because in that case 
the donee of the power can deal with the property as he thinks 
fit. But where the effect of exercising the power would be to 
vest the property in some other person, it is analogous in its 
operation to a special power, and therefore does not appear to 
be a ‘‘general power” within the meaning of the section. 
Whatever may be the effect of a power of revocation, property 
settled by the deceased over which he retained either a power of 
revocation—the effect of the exercise of which would be to 
restore the property to him—or a general power of appointment 
(section 2 (1) (c) ) passes at his death. 


& few cases where, in practice, it will be worth while to try to 
avoid duty. First, where, by a proper dealing with 
some a may be saved ; second, where the pro 
value of the aggregated estate will be nearly the sum at which 
a change in the rate of duty occurs; and third, where the tenant 
for life makes voluntary allowances to his children, and he 
transfers to them property of an equivalent amount. 

The following is an example of all these cases. It will be 
remembered that the pro belonging to the tenant for life 
at the time of his death will have to be ted with the 
settled property for the purpose of duty. If, therefore, the 
tenant for life can buy up some of reversionary interests 
under the settlement, the amount to be will be less 
by the amount of the purchase-money. It is, however, obvious 
that this scheme can only be adopted in cases where the tenant ~ 
for life has so large a fortune, independently of the settled 
property, that he can afford to lose income. An example will 
render this more clear:—A. is entitled, as tenant for Tite, to 
ty of his own worth 


personalty worth £40,000, and has 


£12,000, so that on his death his ageregated property would be 
£52,000, and the rate of duty would be five cent. Suppose 
that one of his children has attained a vested interest in £10,000, 
part of the £40,000, and that the: t value of his reversion is 
£6,000 ; if the tenant for life pure this reversion for £6,000, 


the total sum to be ted on his death will only be 
£40,000 plus £12,600 less £6,000, making £46,000 in all, and 
the rate of duty will be 44 cent. The tenant for life will, of 
course, incur some loss of income, but this may be diminished 
by his stopping any voluntary allowance that he has been in the 
habit of paying to the child. 








REVIEWS. 
PATENTS, TRADE-MARKS, AND DESIGNS. 


A PRAcTICAL TREATISE ON PATENTS, TRADE-Marks, AND DESIGNS. 
By Davin Futron, A.M.L.C.E., Fellow of the Institute of Patent 
Agents, Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & Sons. 

The chief object of the writer of this book is stated by him in his 
preface to be to convey to inventors, patentees, manufacturers, 
traders, and the public generally a clear and definite explanation of 
the nature and scope of the privileges conferred by 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Acts, and of the ure 
privileges are obtained. In this we think . The. 
treatise makes no claim to be regarded as exhaustive; the fact that 
it contains fewer than 170 pages in Jarge type is sufficient to shew 
that it is rather an outline or sketch of the law than a complete 
exposition of it. It is an outline or sketch drawn from the patent 
agent’s point of view, and in this a chief merit of the book seems to 
consist. Comparatively little attention is given to the details of 
litigation, and the cases cited, though of much im , are but 
few in number, so that in substance the reader is rather to 
the law bearing on the acquisition of patenta, designs, and trade- 
marks than to matters arising at a later date. For purposes of 
litigation it is practically pre § that skilled legal assistance will be. 
employed, while inventors are often inclined, though not alwa 
wisely, to dispense with such assistance in their dealings with 
Patent Office. For p< Ragone oe pve. See this 
book ought to be very fairly » while i men may 
get many useful hints from te ; the short treatise, 
the book contains the Acts of Parliament conveniently consolidated 
the rules, the international convention and protocol, a short com-. 


dium of the patent laws of various brave rabage ike 2 po | 
a some precedents for 1 transactions to patents, It 
would‘have been a useful addition if the author seen his way to 
ost expo everything. ie to, Resign. potash laws, Sis Cea 
t t ing. i ws, 
faites te to include under the 


completeness has been such as to induce l 
pone of ‘‘ Foreign and Colonial Patents” the following: ‘‘ Siam— 
There is no available mode of protecting 

prehensiveness could hardly go beyond this. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893. With a History 
of the Legislation dealing with Industrial and Provident oa 
the Text of the Act, with Notes; the ig rc wey 1 
Numerous Forms; Sets of Model Rules; a ye Tndex.. 
By Vittiers DE 8S. Fowke, Barrister-at-Law, Jordan & Sons. 
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Cases where it is worth avoiding duty.—There appear to be but 





The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and other Instruments. Oon- 
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the Stamp Act, 1891; the Stamp Duties Man 
1891; and Acts amending the same. among of Case Law, 
Notes of Practice and Administration, Tables of Exemptions, the 
Old and New Death Duties, and the Excise Licence Duties. By 
EH. N. Autre, Barrister-at-Law, of the Solicitors’ Department, 
Inland Revenue. Fourth Edition. Jordan & Sons. 


The London Building Act, 1894. With the Bye-laws and - 
tions of the London County Council; and Introduction, Notes, 
Cases, and Index. By Atex. J. Davin, B.A., LL.M., Barcrister-at- 
Law. Crosby Lockwood & Son. 


The Building Societies Act, 1894°(57 & 58 Vict. c. 47). With 
Introduction and Index. By W. F. Crares, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The London Building Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. ccxiii.). With 
Introduction, Notes, and Index. By W. F. Crates, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMP ON CONVEYANCE FOR A RENT-CHARGE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The letter of the 17th of September last from the secretary of 
the Inland Revenue Commissioners raises a doubt as to the proper 
stamp duty to be paid by a purchaser, where the land purchased is part 
pon f of a property which is subject to an entire rent-charge, 

the purchaser buys in consideration of a gross sum and a rent- 
; but the letter is so framed as to have given rise to different 
ns as to its meaning. 

If the rent-charge to be paid by the purchaser is not intended to 
be an improved or profit rent-charge for the vendor’s benefit, but is 
simply intended to be the purchaser’s proportion of the existing rent- 
charge which the vendor pays for the whole property, the convey- 
ance might be framed in one of two ways. It might be (1) a convey- 
ance to the purchaser subject to the payment of a stated yearly sum 
as part of the original rent-charge, the vendor and pure each 
=e with the other to pay his agreed of such rent- 
charge, and each giving the other a power of distress on his property 
as an indemnity ; the form would in fact follow, with the necessary 
modifications, the form of assignment of part of a leasehold given in 
1K. & E., 3rd ed., p. 560, and Davidson’s Concise Precedents, 15th 
ed., p. 155. In this case no new rent-ch is expressed or in- 
tended to be created in favour of the vendor. e other form which 
the conveyance might take would be (2) a conveyance to the pur- 
chaser to the use that the vendor may receive a new rent-charge of 
the amount agreed with statutory or express powers for its recovery, 
and subject thereto to the use of the purchaser. In this case the pur- 
chaser would covenant to pay the new rent-charge to the vendor, 
also to ~—o the land conveyed buildings to secure the new rent- 
charge. vendor would covenant to pay the whole of the original 
rent-charge, and if the purchaser had to pay any sum towards such 
rent-charge, the conveyance would give him power to retain the sam 
paid out of his new rent-charge, and if necessary to distrain on the 
vendor’s remaining property (see Precedent LVIII. in 1 K. & E., 3rd 


od. P 584), 

ether the conveyance is framed in form (1) or in form (2) the 
amount of rent-charge payable by the purchaser would be the same, 
and form (2) is often adopted in preference to form (1) as putting the 
vendor in a better position for collecting the purchaser’s proportion 
of the original rent-charge, but both forms are in common use. 

The question arises to which of these forms, (1) or (2), does the 
Commissioners’ letter refer, or does it include both forms? The 
practice has hitherto been to stamp form (1) on the amount of any 
gross sum paid by way of Yager ee prof but not in respect of the 

haser’s proportion of the original rent-charge, and to stamp form 

) not only on the gross sum, but also on the amount of the new 
rent-charge payable by the purchaser during the period of twenty 

B. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURT REGISTRY.—MANCHESTER. 
NOTICE. 

Pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, 1893, a draft Order has 
been prepared pursuant to the 45th section of the County Courts Act, 
1888, excluding the Registrar from private practice; and further 

that section 20 of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) 


ement Act, | 
Office, House of 


Copies of the draft may be obtained from the Lord Chancellor's 
Lords, London, 8.W. 
The 3rd day of December, 1894. 















TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Wednesday, the 14th day of November, 1894. 
I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chan- 
cellor of Great Britain, do hereby transfer the three several actions 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto from the Honourable Mr. Justice Chitty 
and the Honourable Mr. Justice North respectively to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 

Mr. Justice Currry (1894—S.—949). 
Joriah Timmis Smith and another (Plaintiffs) v. The English and Scottish 
Mercantile Investment Trust, Limited (Defendant). 

Mr. Justice Currry (1894—L —2375). 
Henry Labouchere (Plaintiff) v. The Leasehold Investment Company, 
Limited (Defendant). 

Mr. Justice Nortn (1894—D.—2021). 
William Dorrell and Emily Dorrell, spinster, on behalf of themselves and 
all other holders of outstanding Mortgage Debentures of the Defendant 
Company (Plaintiffs) v. The Leasehold Investment Company, Limited 
(Defendants). 

Herscug.1, C. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REID ». WILSON AND WARD, REID v. WILSON AND KING—No. |, 
1st December. 


Action ror Penatty—Lorp’s Day Ossgrvance Act, 1781 (21 Geo. 3, c. 
49), ss. 1, 2—Kgerer or Piace opgengep ror Pustic ENTerTaAINMENT OR 
AmusEMENT—Person Manacine on Conpuctina ENTERTAINMENT. 


These were two actions brought by the plaintiff, as representing a 
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society called the Lord’s Day Observance Society, to recover penalties Re 
under section 1 of the Lord’s Day Observance Act, 1781. That section 

enacts that ‘‘ any house, foom, Or o P w opened or used 

for public entegtginment or amusement, or for publicly debating spos any * tri 
subject wh: , upon any part of the 8 day, unday, and de 
to shall be admitted by the payment of money, or by es 
ticke » sha De seemed a dis se Or % 8; and de 
th r of such house, room, or place shall forfeit the sum of £200 fur Bi 
every day that such house, room, or place shall be opened or used as oad 
aforesaid on the Lord’s day to such person as will sue for the same ne 
* Gas and the person m or conducting such entertainment or herd 
amusem f AS maste ne ceremonies f col 

here, or as moderator, 


5 Uny, bits. s C 0 
t oF resident, or chairman of any such meeting for public 
debate on the Lord’s day, shall likewise for every such offence forfeit the 
sum of £100.’’ Section 2 provides that the term ‘‘keeper’’ shall mean | 
** any person who shall at any time hereafter appear, act, or behave him- 
self or herself as master or mistress, or as the person having the care, 
vernment, or management of any such house, room, or place.” The 
rst of the two actions was brought to recover a penalty of £200 from the 
defendant Wilson as the keeper of a hall culled the Coliseum, at Leeds, 
which was 0} and used for public entertainment and amusement on 
Sunday, January 7, 1894, and to which persons were admitted by pay- 
ment, and a penalty of £100 from the defendant Ward as the person 
ma and conducting such entertainment and amusement, or acting as 
master of the ceremonies or chairman of the meeting. Wilson was a ~ 
solicitor, and had been secretary of a company which owned the Coliseum 
at Leeds ; but that company had gone into liquidation, and ergrag pes 
Wilson had acted as solicitor to the liquidator. It appeared that the 
Sunday Lecture Society desired to hirethe Coliseum forthe purpose of giving 
a series of Sunday lectures, and the hall was accordingly let to them for that 
o- by Wilson acting for the liquidator. Wilson had applied to the 
icensing authorities and obtained from them a licence in respect of 
the hall, and it was admitted that the terms of the licence had not been 
departed from. One of the lectures was given on Sunday, the 7th of 
January, 1894, by Mr. Villiers, a war correspondent, the subject being 
** Ohi , Past and Present,” inclu a description of the recent 
exhibition called ‘‘The World’s Fair.’’ The lecture was illustrated by 
limelight representations of the perd and ms described. The 
defendant Ward, who was Mayor of and the president of the Sunday 
Lecture Society, took the c at the commencement of the p gs 
and introduced the lecturer to the audience ; he then left the platform, 
and took his seat in the body of the hall. The second action was to 
recover @ similar ty of £200 from the defendant Wilson and @ 
similar penalty of £100 from the defendant King in respect of another of 
the same series of lectures which took place on Sunday, the 2let of 
January. This lecture was entitled ‘‘ John Bull, Sandy, and Pat,”’ 
an account of the characteristics of the three nations, nd, 
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and Ireland. On this occasion King acted as chairman, and remained on 








Act, 1879, shall not apply to the cffice of Registrar of the Manchester 
County Court. 
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throughout the lecture. The defendants all pleaded not ~ 
actions were tried before Mathew, J., and a jury. In © 
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used for public entertainment and amusement. On consideration 

Mathew, J., gave judgment for the defendants, on the that Wilson 

was not the ‘‘ keeper” of the hall, and that neither Ward yey = 
ep 


“the person managing or conducting ”’ the entertainment. 
appealed. It was argued on his behalf that all the defendants came 
within the words of the Act, so as to be liable. Wilson was the “ keeper ’’ 


of the hall within the meaning of the statute. Every act he did with 
to the hall was the act of a keeper. It was, however, immaterial, 
under section 2, whether he was actually the keeper; it was sufficient 
that he appeared to be the person having the care, government, or 
management of the hall. He was the person to whom anyone would 
have applied for the use of the hall, and he was in fact the who 
was intrusted with the right to let it. Ward and King were both within 
section 1. Each of them was the Pages: managing or cond the 
entertainment. It was the duty of chairman on such an to 
keep order, and prevent anything illegal or improper being done in the 
course of the entertainment. 
Tuz Covrr (Lord Esuze, M.R., and Lorss and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the a 1 
pe Esuer, M.R., said this was a 1 statute, and must be construed 
| strictly. In no sense was Wilson the - 
appeared or acted as the master or the person having the care or manage- 
ment of the hall within the meaning of the statute. In arranging for 


the letting of the hall, he had only acted as the agent of the liquidator, 
and his application for a licence must have been made on be of the 
lessee. Neither were Ward and King within the terms of the statute; 


they had merely acted as chairmen on the two occasions, and could not 
be said to be persons ‘‘ managing or conducting such entertainment.” 
The chairman at such an entertainment might be raid to have a duty to 
manage the audience; but he certainly had no power to arrange or in 
any way control the entertainment. The plaintiff had failed to bring the 
defendants within the statute, and, consequently, the appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Lopgs and Riery, L.JJ., concurred.—Counss., Sir R. B. Webster, Q.C., 
and Cecil Chapman; Robson, Q.C., Corrie Grant, and J. A. Johnston. 
Soricrrors, Desborough, Son, § Prichard ; Darley § Cumberland, for E. §& H. 


Wilson, Leeds. 
{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BURT, BOULTON, & HAYWOOD v. BULL AND WARD—No. 1, 
bs 3rd December. 


Receiver AND MANAGER APPOINTED RY CHANCERY DIVISION TO CARRY ON 
Business—Prrsonat Lianiiry on Contracts. 


Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Mathew, J., at the 
trial without a jury of an action to recover the price of goods sold and 
delivered. A company carried on business as builders and contractors 
under the name of Joseph Bull, Sons, & Co. (Limited), and issued certain 
debentures. Upon the 6th of May, 1892, the defendant Bull and one 
Bird were appointed by the Chancery Division in a de’ -holder’s 
action receivere and managers of the property and assets of the company 
covered by the debentures, and to manage the business of the company, 

, , With poser to raise £5,000 upon loan, it being considered desirable to 
complete three contracts upon Which the company were at that time 
engaged. On the 14th of May, 1892, a — was to wind up 
the company, when it was arranged that second debentures should be 
issued to the unsecured creditors of the company in of their 
debts, and that one of the receivers and managers should a ted 
on behalf of the second debenture-holders. The petition ly 
stood over, and nothing was done under it; and the Chancery Division 
appointed the defendant Ward as manager and receiver in the place of 
Bird. At this time a creditors’ committee, of which one of the plaintiffs’ 
firm was a member, was formed to assist in raising the £5,000 necessary 
to complete the contracts. For the purposes of the business the 
defendants ordered from the plaiatiffs certain timber, the order 
signed as follows :—‘‘ For Joseph Bull, Sons, & Co. (Limited); Ed 
©. Bull, Robt. Jas. Ward, Receivers and Ma ’? In an action to 

\ erent the price of the timber 60 Supplied, Mathew, J., held that the 
defendants were nally liable, and gave judgment for the plaintiff: 
The defendan ; ‘as contended on be phe defenda: 

that they did not pledge their personal credit, and that the plain 
supplied the timber upon the terms of looking to the £5,000 for payment ; 

and the fact that the defendants were appointed receivers and a 

by the Chancery Division did not them personally liable w 

otherwise they would not be liable. 
Tue Covar (Lord Esuzx, M.R., and Lopzs and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 


Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the question was, What was the position of 
a receiver and manager appointed by the Chancery Division to carry on a 


business, say, of a company? He was not agent of the c 
\much as the company could not interfere with bim in the m rement. 
























he court alone could interfere with him. But it was impossible to 

imagine that the court would make itse ble_in Gy way. The cour 

| ate . person ceiver and manager, lea’ him to order gooc 
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fund for payment, and not to the personal liability of 
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. : -, and 7. Beven ; Upjohn. Soxtcrrons, 
$ Capron; W. J. Hastings Bull; Ward, Perks, § McKay. 
[Reported by W. F. Rannry, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


UILDING SOCIETY—No. 2, 4th December. 


Burpinc Socrzsry — Dispvts serween Soctaery anp Wiraprawine 
Mempen—AnsiTRaTION—APPomINnTMENT OF ARBITRATORS AFTER IssvuE oF 
Werrr—Burtprme Socretres Acr, 1874 (87 & 38 Vicr. c. 42), 8. 16 (9). 


Appesl team « decision of Dee. 2. gives, cn the Totnes Heneehes, The 


plaintiff, a member of the who had given notice of 
withdsewel, claimed ty Ne caliente. 0. Ste. 60, Sbolem One ie BUM 
disputed this claim scoordance with the provisions of section 16 (9) of 
the Building Societies Act, 1874, the rules of ects meee ee ee 
settlement of disputes 7, ee that the eociety 
ee 
mem to 
be chosen by lot. At the time when the issued her writ in this 











out a summor 

rw [ disput 

page pte a 
y 0 gs. 

contended that the ¢ 

rules, and that, therefore, the p) was 

Court. They relied on the case of Christie = ee Gees Soe 

ing Society (88 W. R. 50, SN Oe eS decision of North, J., 

y in their favour. Counsel for the society contended that the 
of the Building Societies Acts was to oust the jurisdiction of the 


Lixptey, L J., said that the was based on the ground that no 
tribunal existed which was 


the action was commenced, the society no t to arbitrators 
to decide a dispute which had already arisen. “Heae doa be ae doubt 
tas Wet, view’ Set St er oe J., in Christie v. Northern 









Counties Benefit Building Society. the present case the society was 
governed by the Act of 1 OO ee ef con- 
sideration on several occasions. the cases of 


Wright v. Monarch Building i 5 Oh. D. 796, 
Municipal Building Society v. Ken (9 W 

Hack v. London Provident Leng | 
without coming to the conclusion that it we 
of he 08 tee eens Se ; 
Db (¥) O tre Act Provided tle FIOL: TOs 
rettled, and the cases shewed that 

hat tribunal was the Only comp 


iT Rint 


vorthe Benes St 
the section of the Act had been brought to 







not of : 

writ was issued. In his * it did not matter a straw 
whether the arbitrators were a day or two sooner or later when 
once it was realized that was the tribunal. His lord- 
Se aaa 2 ee J., and the appeal must 
be a 

A. L. Surra, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Morten and 2. Shorit ; Tindal 
Atkinson. Soxicrrons, Smith, Fawdon, ¢ Low, for Becke ¢ Green, Northamp- 
ton ; Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, ¢ Michelmore. 


, 


[Reported by Anwoup Grover, Barrister-at-Law.} 
FOSTER v. LONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER RAILWAY 00,— 
” No. 2, 3rd December. 
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ruerr Unpeatakivo—User or Lanp ror Pumroses coMPATIBLE ah 
THEIR UnperTAKIne —ADJOINING 
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the vendor could not make the manager personally liable, 





nen 0 eee oe ees. S, fa om ection 
brought by the plaintiff against the defendant company to restrain the 
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previou and its tenants from building on eF obstructing a piece of land, 





usly used as a footpath, and which was situated between land 
onging to the plaintiff and certain arches upon which the company’s 


railway was carried. The plaintiff sought in addition for a mandamus 
ordering the company to restore the picce of Tan y 086 — 
65.5 ; mene of claim sal at the 
company had bought certain lands from him under compulsory powers 
contained in their special Acts and also in the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, and at the time of the purchase the company stated that they 
mired these lands, as to part of them, for the purposes of their railway, 
and as to the remainder, to make a footpath. The company made this 
footpath, and it was ured by the plaintiff and his tenants in order to 
roach the houses built on the faintift’s land. On the remainder of 
land bought from the plaintiff by the company were built arches 
which carried the company’s railway. These arches were leased by the 
comonny to various persons, who had converted them into shops and the 
like, , acting with the consent of the defendant company, had en- 
croached on the said footpath, either by actually building thereon or by 
g buildings, sheds, or chimneys co as to overhang the said footpath. 

e case was tried before Mathew, J., and a special jury, who found 
that the piece of land used as a footpath belonged to the company abso- 
lutely under the terms of the purchase, and that there was nothing to 
shew that it was to be used only as a footpath and for no other purpose. 
Mathew, J., agreed with the verdict of the jury, and he further decided 
that the user of the arches and the footpath by the railway company 
in the manner complained of by the plaintiff was not a user which was 
incompatible with the purposes of the company’s undertaking, as the 
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Companies Act of 1863.’’ With respect to the case of Norton v. London 
and North-Western Railway Co. (supra),.I do not think that the learned 
Vice-Chancellor’s decision was warranted by the authorities, and I cannot 
see any authority for it. 
fails. 

A. L. Sarrn, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
G. M. Freeman; Kemp, Q.C., Mansel Jones, and Croft. Soxicrrors, Ro:ecliffes, 
Rawle, Johnstone, § Gregory ; J. Lewis Morgan. 


[Reported by Anrnur Morton, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Marrren Woman—Separate Estatre—Restrraint vron ANTICIPATION— 
Arrears or Income—Rgcerver. 


Appeal from the decision of Wright and Oollins, JJ., given on the Ist 
of November. The defendant, Mrs. Edwards, was entitled to the income of 
certain real estate, subject to a restraint upon anticipation. The plain- 
tiffs were creditors who had obtained judgment again’t her on the 21st of 
October; and on the 22nd of October the 


the appointment of a receiver of rents whic ecome due on the 29¢ 

aT Saptamibor. "Thane Fen were tthe hands of a trustee for mirried 
wo , oF of the tenants, and had not actually come into the hands of 
the defendant. The summons was referred to the Divisional Court, who 
held that the restraint on anticipation attached to the rents, and refused 
to appoint a receiver. The plaintiffs appealed. Counsel on their behalf 


contended that the restraint did not attach to rents which were due, and 
that therefore these rents, being due at the date of the judgment, were 










company could, if they wished, resume possession of the premises thus 
leased within a very short period of giving notice to the tenants to quit, 
the leases all being for short terms. From this decision the plaintiff 
appealed. The following cases were cited by counsel in the course of their 
arguments: Norton v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (27 W. R. 352, 
9 Ch. D. 623), Buyley v. Great Western Railway Co. (26 Ch. D. 434), Bostock 
v. North Staffordshire Railway Co, (4 E. & B. 798), Riche v. Ashbury Carriage 
Co, (24 W. R. 794, 7H. L. 653), Coleman v. Eastern Counties Railway Co. 
(10 Beav. 1), Attorney-General v. Great Eastern Railway Co. (27 W. R. 759, 
5 App. Cas. 473), Mulliner v. Midland Railway Co. (27 W. R. 
Ch. BD 611), Reg. v. Leake (5 B. & Ad. 469), Grand Junction Canal Co. v. 
Petty (36 W. R. 795, 21 Q. B. D. 273). 

Tue Covrt (Lord Hatssury, and Linptey and A. L. Surra, L.JJ.) dis- 

_ mitsed the appeal. 

Lord Hatssury.—I think Mathew, J., was right. I am afraid of giving 
an opinion here on points which really do not arise, owing to the way iu 
whic 

tr ag an opinion on the one point that has been fally argued. 


B & ing, the company are entitled to use this land in any manner 
lease, 80 long as such use does not preveht them from carrying on 

ng. Buch use were ieir powers, as granted by 

mt, any shareholder could restrain them from so using the land. 

The Attorney-General, acting for the public, could likewise restrain the 
m do anything in excess of those powers. With these 


ions the ion of a railway company is like that of a private 


















individual in respect of their land. There is never an express authority | 
given to a ——. to use their land for purposes ancillary to their | 
n this case it is said that the company cannot use | 


undertakin 
these arches 
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nat; in tac 






bink the authorities are the 
way Co 
The judgment of Malins, V.O., in 
Norton v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (supra) is, perhaps, in the 
appellant’s favour, but I should entirely disapprove of that case if it 
depends on the proposition which Mr. Walton has laid down to-day. The 
decision of the 
that proposition. Beyond this case there is no authority for the proposi- 
tion, and hence we must depend on the language of the statute. 
see that there is anything to prevent the company from letting these 


arches, so long as such leases do not interfere with the proper working of | 


the line, and there is no authority for saying that these arches must be 
used for the sole purpose of carrying passengers and goods. It would be 
unreasonable to bind the company down to such a limited use of their own 
property. I do not undervalue the damage to the plaintiff, but, at the 
same time, I cannot see that any legal right of his has been infringed. I 
am, therefore, of opinion that this appeal must be dismissed, with costs. 
Lrypiey, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. I think the plaintiff is 
clearly wrong. The question is, Have the company exceeded their statu- 
tory rights? and in order to decide this we must inquire what is the 
measure of those rights. The best answer to this latter question is to be 
found in the judgment of Lord Selborne in Attorney-General v. Great 
Eastern Railway Co. (supra). His lordship says (at p. 278): *‘ I assume 
that your lordships will not now recede from anything that was determined 
j in — Cores e Co. v. Riche (supra). It appears to me to be important 
that The doc ultra tives, as it was explained in that case, should be 
maintained. But I agree with James, L.J., that this doctrine should be 
reasonably, and not unreasonably, understood and applied, and that what- 
pver may fairly be regarded as incidental to, or consequential cma those 
Lee siature rT § “ y 
: ra vires. In the 


present case-T-think—witt me court below that the acts which the infor- 
mation was filed to restrain are not ultra vires of the defendant company. 
But I come to that conclusion, not on the ground that they are such acts, 
on tke border line between authority and no authority, as may be reason- 
ably taought incidental to the exercise of powers expressly given, but 
because I think they are expressly authorized } by the 14th section of the 











330, 11 | 


the plaintiff's case has been stated, but I do not wish to avoid | 


». (supra) was decided on | 


ourt of Appeal in that came case is certainly not based on | 
I do not | 


liable to execution. He cited Claydon v. Finch (L. R. 15 Eq. 266,21 W. R. 
Dig. 146), Cox v. Bennett (39 W.R. 401; 1891, 1 Ch. 625), Hyde v. Hyde (36 
| W. R. 708, 13 P. D. 166), Re Glanvill (34 W. R. 309, 31 Ch. D. 532), 
|}and Re Lumley (42 W. R. 534, 634; 1894, 3 Ch. 135). Counsel for the 
defendant relied upon the judgment of Kay, LJ. (delivering the judg- 

ment of the Court of Appeal), in — v. Catheart (42 W. R. 631; 
| 1894, 2 Q. B. 559), and upon the judgment of Kay, © , in another case 
| of Hood-Barrs v. Cathcart, decided in the Court of Appeal on the 23rd of 
| July, but unreported. 

Linpiey, L.J., said he confessed that_but for the unreported decision of 
the Court of Appeal and the judgment of Kay; L.J., in the reported case of 
Hood-Barrs v. Cathcart, he should have thought that the moment the 
money became due and payable to the married woman the restraint was 
gone. That was his impression, founded upon tradition and a great Tine 
of-authority. When he looked upon the cases of Claydon v. Finch, Fitz- 
gibbon v. Pike (6 L. R. Ir. 487), Cox v. Bennett, and Hyde vy. Hyde his impres- 
sion was confirmed. It would never do, however, for one division of the 
court to decide one way and for the other division to decide the other 
way. In that case no one would know how to advise his clients. ate| 


must therefore decide in the same way as the court had decided in Mrs. 
Cathcart’s case, and if that decision was to be upset it must be upset by 
the House of Lords. The appeal must be dismissed. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counsrt, ‘Robert Wallace, Q.C.; Bartley 
Denniss and W. E. Barling. Soutcrrors, Indermaur § Brown, for Pillers § 
| Pershouse, Bristol ; Hood-Barrs § Co. 


(Reported by Annoip Giover, Barrister-at-Law. } 





KITTS v. MOORE & CO.—No. 2, 10th November. 


| ARBITRATION—INJUNCTION—JURISDICTION—ACTION IMPEACHING THE AGREB- 
| 

| MENT CONTAINING ArnirraTion CLAusE—Liverroot Corn Trape Assocta- 
TION Rugs. 


Appeal by the defendants from an order of Lord Russell of Killowen, 
| O.J., sitting as vacation judge. This appeal raised a question as to the 
| jurisdiction of the High Uourt to grant an injunction to restrain arbitra- 
tion proceedings under the following circumstances:—On the 13th of 
| June, 1893, the defendants by telegram informed the plaintiff that they 
thought they could buy a cargo of hay from a foreign merchant at £5 per 
| ton; the plaintiff at once wired to the defendants to take the cargo at 
that price, and that the plaintiff would go joint account with the defend- 
| ants, and the defendants on the same day (the 13th of June) wired in 
reply that they were working the matter and expected a firm offer from 
the foreign merchant next day. The defendants in fact purchased the 
cargo on the 14th of June at a price of £4 15s.a ton. On the 19th of 
June the defendants sent to the plaintiff a sold note (dated the 15th of 
June) purporting to be an agreement for sale of the cargo by the defend- 
ants to the plaintiff at £5 a ton subject to the terms of the printed rules of 
the Liverpool Corn Trade Association ; the sold note was accompanied by 
a memorandum, dated the 19th of June, that the defendants should take 
one-half joint interest with the plaintiff in the cargo. On the receipt of 
this sold note and memorandum the plaintiff on the same day (the 19th of 
June) wrote to the defendants that he confirmed the same in all respects. 
Rule 17 of the Rules of the Liverpool Corn Trade Association provided that 
‘*all disputes arising out of transactionsconnected with the tradeshall be re- 
ferred to arbitration.’ The cargo on its arrival in England was found to 
be short in weight, and the defendants rejected it and obtained from their 
vendor £400 compensation for breach of contract. The plaintiff there- 
upon claimed £200 ¢ as being the plaintiff’s half share of the profit made, 
but the defendants claimed that as they had in fact bought the cargo at” 
£4 15s. a ton, they were entitled to retain in the first instance, as profit” 


plaintiff, however, alleged that the correspondence shewed that on the 1 
of June (the date when the defendants purchased the cargo) 
agreement subsisted between him and the defendants, whereby they were 


respectively Py J interested as partners in the whole transaction as to 
the cargo ; 





t the plaintiff had accepted the sold note and memorandum 








The plaintiff's case, therefore, in my opinion, | 


PILLERS AND PERSHOUSE v. EDWARDS—No. 2, 4th December. $ 


had taken out a summons for 


to themselves, the difference between that price and £5 a ton. The 
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on that footing, and in the belief that the defendants 
cargo at the price of £5 a ton, and consequently that the defe 
ners cou not make any secret profit out of the transaction. On the 
i5th of September, 1894, the defendants gave notice to the plaintiff 
claiming arbitration and appointed an arbitrator. The plaintiff re to 
arbitrate, and on the 28th of September issued the writ in this action, 
hereby he claimed a declaration that a partnership existed between him 





had bought the 
ants as 


mndants 








and the defendants in respect © D FO Durcoasea Dy the dere 
and asked Toran myuncron to restrain dants proceeding Wit 
my arpitrawon Da g y aispu te between the piaint! i nd 
é aclenuants in respect nhé cargo or of the pariperspip. After ssuing 
moved for an injunction in the terms of the writ. 


the W ‘ imin 

On the hearing of the motion it was contended, on behalf of the 
defendants, that even assuming that the —— was right in his 
construction of the agreement, and that the arbitration proceedings 
would be futile and vexatious, still the court had no jurisdiction to 
restrain the defendants from proceeding with the arbitration, and the case 
of North London Railway Co. v. Great Northern Railway Co. (31 W. R. 490, 
11 Q. B. D. 30), in the Court of Appeal, was relied on as an authority for 
that proposition. The Lord Chief Justice, however, declined to take this 
view, and granted an injunction restraining the defendants from proceed- 
ing with the arbitration until the trial of the action. The defendants 
appealed. On the appeal the same point as to the jurisdiction was relied 
upon by the defendants, and the following cases cited :—North London 
Railway Co. v. Great Northern Railway Co. ; Wood v. Lillies (61 L. J. Oh. 
158), Farrar v. Cooper (38 W. R. 410, 44 Ch. D. 323), and London and Black- 
wall Railway Co. v. Cross (34 W. R. 201, 31 Ch. D. 354). On behalf of the 
plaintiff the following cases were relied on :—Myine v. Dickinson (Coop. 
Oh. Rep. 195), Maunsell v. Midland Great Western of Ireland Railway Co. " 
H. & M. 130), South-Western Railway Co. v. Coward (5 Rail. Cas. 703), 
London and North-Western Railway Co. v. Smith (1 M. & G. 216), Hast and 
West India Dock Co. v. Gattke (3 M. & G. 155), Malmesbury Railway Co. v. 
Budd (2 Ch. D. 113), and Sissoms v. Oates (10 Times L. R. 392). 


Tue Covrt (Linpiey and A. L. Saurrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, with 
costs. 

Lryptey, L.J., said the question raised by the appeal was of some 

ractical importance, and not altogether free from difficulty at first sight. 
The plaintiff and the defendants had entered into a speculation as toa 
cargo of hay, and disputcs had arisen as to the mode of adjusting the 
accounts between them. The agreement between them was contained in 
a series of documents beginning on the 13th of June, 1893. The defend- 
ants contended that the agreement was contained in the sold note and 
memorandum and the plaintiffs letter accepting the same. The sold note 
was a printed form which was really inapplicable to the case, but it was 
used as if the contract was a simple contract of sale of a specnia- 
tion such as had been described. A dispute had arisen as to the price of 
the hay. The plaintiff’s case was that he would impeach the agreement 
on which the defendants relied, and he had brought an action for a 
partnership account, and asked an injunction to restrain arbitration pro- 
ceedings, The plaintiff, it was true, did not in the writ state that he 
impeached the agreement, but, as no pleadings had been delivered in 
the action, he might do so in his statement of claim ; but he claimed by the 


writ a declaration of partnership, and that was based on an impeachment 
ui 





| arbitration proceedings, on the ground that the agreement containing the 

| arbitration clause was itself the subject-matter of an action in which it was 

} impeached. The case of North London Railway Co. v. Great Northern Rail 
Co. did not touch ‘ne principle at all? whe outy reaper 
restraining the arbitration proceedings was that the arbitration proceedings 
would be frivolous and useless, and all that the Court of Appeal in that case 
held was, that that fact did not give the court jurisdiction to grant an in- 
junction, and that section 25, sub-section (8), of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
did not extend the jurisdiction of the High Court so as toenable it to interfe re 
by way of injunction where the old Court of Chancery would not have bad 
power to grant an injunction. Their lordships were bound by that case 
and would follow it, but it was not in point in the present case ; and his 
lordship protested against the argument of counsel, that if the court 
granted an injunction in this case it would be frittering away the decision 
in the North London Railway case. 

A. L. Suurn, L.J., said that if the sold note and memorandum were 
allowed by the plaintiff to stand unimpeached and as indicating the real 
bargain between the parties, the plaintiff’s case would necessarily go by 
the board, and consequently the impeachment of the agreement relied on 
the defendants was the gist of the plaintiff’s action. It had been 
both here and in the court below that the North London case shewed that 
under no circumstances could the court to restrain 
arbitration proceedings; and the case of Wood v. Lillies, a decision of 
Chitty, J., was relied on as bearing out that view. His lordship —— 
that some of the observations of Chitty, J., in that case as to the 
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was not ram hed, whereas in the present case the subject-matter of the 
action was the Saguadionital of the agreement the arbitration 
clause.—Counsrt, 7. Willes Chitty ; Marten, Q.O., and P. 8. Stokes. Sota- 
crrons, Pritchard, Englefield, ¢ Oo., tor Barrell, Rodway, ¢ Co., Liverpool 


Woodard § Hood. 
[Reported by M. J. Buaxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PRICE v. PHILLIPS—Chitty, J., 30th November. 


Trust, WHETHER Express on Constructive—GUARDIAN, ACTING AS— 
Estorre, sy Conpucr—Reat Property Laurration Acr (3 & 4 Witt. 
4, oc. 27), 8. 25. 


This was a motion by the defend 






character as one of the trustees and Oe aes 
that after David ’ death in 


Henry Phillips, in 1869; and that the was the only and 
cus' heiress of Henry Phillips ue cuberlated Sor the dtmiauah 
that the plaintiff's claim was barred statutes of limitations, as the 


Curry, J., after o 
statement of claim was tobe andy Bagh daggers ors: be 
cealment and had rightly abandoned part of the 
Margaret Phillips had no ee 
guardians of her son, John Phillips, that 
there was a case of an express trust. 
Phillips was a guardian, Lys Barn, 
would have been, estopped.by his own 
which he himeelf had assumed. The question whether a trust in 
that way was an express trust could be answered 
authorities. His referred to Lord Cairns’ statement of 
Cunningham v. Foot (26 W. RB. 858, L. R. 3 App. Cas. 974, at Es 
also to other authorities, down to Soar v. ell 
1893, 2 Q. B. 390), where Bowen, L.J.;Atter sa: 

ly arise between the cestui que trust a 
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(Reported by J. F. Waxy, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE SWEETMEAT AUTOMATIC DELIVERY CO. (Appellants) ». THE 
COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND a ng ME gg a F JONES 
(Appellant) ». THE oF (Re- 
spondents)—23rd November. 
Revenve—Sramp Dury—AGREEsMENT RESERVING ANNUAL PaYMunT IN THE 
Narvre or Rent—Bonp on Covenant BRING A ParncrraL on Pamary 
Secunrry ror a Sum or Monzsy—Sramp Acr, 1891 (54 & 55 Vucr. o. 
39), Scuaputez I. 





In each of these cases the question was whether a particular instrument 





















t¢) e 
the plaintiff, Mrs. Price, to recover possession of a copyhold farm 

je sea of a manor in Monmouthshire. onder oi by statement 
of claim that on the death of one Roger Phillips in 1759 lands passed a 
by the custom of the manor to his widow, for eo. 
a - on wed pnt to + ayn ror ae nt *a 

a mor ; t » g 
one David Phillips and another the trustees and =) 
the estate and person of John Phillips; that David ps, in his 
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chargeable under the Stamp Act, 1891, with ad valorem stamp duty asa 
“* bond, covenant, or instrument of any kind whatsoever, being 


or primary security for any sum or sums of money at 
not being in for any principal sum secured by a duly 
instrument nor rent reserved by a lease or tack,’’ or whe it was 


— either (1) as a “‘ lease or ,”’ or (2) with a deed stamp of 10s. 
The instrument in question in the first case was an agreement under seal 
made between the Great Western Railway Co. and the appellants, by 
which the railway company agreed to permit the appellants to place at 300 
stations a sweetmeat automatic delivery machine, and at 150 stations a 
weighing machine, and the appellants undertook to pay the rail- 
way company, ‘‘in respect of the privileges hereby granted, the clear 
— rent of £3,000, to be paid in advance by equal quarterly payments.” 
was a clause enabling either company to Keenaieate the agreement 
by three months’ notice. The railway company had power to remove or 
alter the position o the machines placed by the appellants in the railway 
stations Shap connidened 1 sequictte to do so far curtain p s. The 
were of opinion that the instrument was the only or 
— security for the annual sum of £3,000, and that it was not interest 
or a — sum or rent reserved on a lease, and that it was chargeable 
with of £75, being the ad valorem duty of 2s. 6d. for every £5 of 
the £3,000, sum periodically payable by the appellants to the railway 
- On the conclusion of the arguments in this case the court 
(Wright and Collins, JJ.) reserved ap oy until after the hearing of the 
second case. In the case of Jones v. 
the instrument in question was an 
the National Telephone Co. and the appellant for telephonic communica- 
tion to be supplied by the company between the appellant’s premices and 
various theatres, hotels, and other , for the purpose of her business 
as a theatrical ticket agent, such honic communication being by msans 
of metallic circuits, and including telephone instruments at the head 
office. The company agreed to erect and maintain the telephonic lines and 
» the lessor (as the appellant was called in the agreement) under- 
taking to pay for their use the annual sum of £11 5s. per line, the minimum 
amount to be payable calculated on a rent of forty-five “‘ ”_. 
that is, £506 per annum—the agreement to be in force for ten years, sub- 
ject to a power for the company to terminate it by notice. The commis- 
sioners were of opinion that the instrument was the only or principal or 
primary security for the sum of £506 payable annually for an indefinite 
period by quarterly payments; that such sum was not interest for a 
sum secured by a duly stamped instrument nor rent reserved 
a or tack; and that it was an instrument charged under the 
ag ge of 1891 with the duty of £12 15s., being the ad valorem duty of 
2s. for every £5 and any fractional part of £5 of the £506 5s., the 
annual sum payable under the agreement, and with the duty of 10s. in 
yoy of the uncertain sums which might be payable over and above the 
5s. perannum. In the latter case it was argued for the appellant 
that the ment was a lease of an easement over the company’s wires 
—such a right being capable of demise: Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant, 
14th ed., pp. 83, 86, 87 ; Newmarch v. Brandling (3 Swanst. 99), Osborne v. 
Wiee (7 C. & P. 761), Shep. Touch. 268, Bac. Abr. s. v. Leases Aand K. In 
each case it was contended that the instrument did not come within the 
] description of ‘‘ bond, covenant, or instrument being,’”’ &c. ; on this point 
Conservators of the Thames v. Commissioners of In Revenue (18 Q. B. D. 
279) and Mounsey v. Stephenson (7 B. & C. 403) were cited. For the Crown 
|; was that the instruments were bonds or covenants securing 


| 


Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
ment under seal made between 


money—the heading in the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, relating to 
these documents not being restricted to .mortgage securities: Limmer 
Aaphalte Paving Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (L. R. 7 Ex. 211). 


Tus Covrt (Wricut and Coutins, JJ.) gave judgment for the Crown 


indeed 
only or 





in both cases. 


Wricnt, J.—In the case which has been last argued (Jones v. The 
Commissioners) the instrument in question is an agreement under seal by 
which the telephone company to connect certain offices and places 
by means of metallic circuits. The theatrical agents are spoken of in the 
document as the lessees, but there is nothing else to shew that the contract 
is treated as a lease. The company are to lay down wires, and are to 
receive so much a year for each wire ; the agreement is to last for ten 
years subject to determination in certain events. The so-called lessees 
agree to pay a minimum annual sum of £500, and, the instrument being 
under seal, I think that is a covenant by them to pay that sum. What 










is the effect of the Stamp Act upon that? If the covenant had been to 
| Pe ope sum instead of an annual sum _ the instrament wouht tmve come 
unde! ortgage ause oO ® ACt. t is to be mférréed fro ee 
decision inthe Li A sphe at that would have been the on 
ofthat court. But as the covenant is not to pay a sum down itis not 




















directly within the mortgage clause. Then there is the clause relating to 
| eit covenants, &c., and I think that“ that clause app ocumen' 

” ; Bis parioniea ty: the 

t uires to be ped 


s document req 
phaite case is an authority that the 
rs [riled as in the mortympe 

















mre. io nit 
O ‘not thin s like a lease atall. It does not 

periodical payments i tke bay amelie Eee 
ents is no 6 a covenant to rentinalease. It is a 

the services of the com ed 

ting their rights to be used. 

that the words “ lease or tack'’ ought to be read in their ordinary sense as 
to leases of lands and tenements. Judgment must, therefore, be 
the other case aleo (the Sweetmeat, $c., Co.’s case) we 











are both of opinion that the document is not a lease at all—as to that point, ~ 
, we are bound by authority (Smith v. Lambeth A t Committee, 
10 Q. B. D. 327). On all the other —_ the case is determined by ~ 
some of the considerations which have the case which I have 
already dealt with, the only difference being that the annual sum is here 
a amount. Judgment must be for the Crown in this case also. 
Couns, J.—I am of the same opinion, In the case last argued there © 
was some colour for the suggestion that the document was a lease of the 
right to use the company’s wires. But upona careful consideration of ~ 
the provisions of the Stamp Act it seems to me that i ing the words 
‘lease or tack’’ the Legislature intended to deal only with leases or | 
tacks 0) 4 PD al can De said, alte eading Sections 
TS to Act, that those sections refer to leases of anything but lands, 
tenements, and hereditaments. Whether there can or cannot be, 
» & lease of chattels, I do not think that this statute can be said 
to embrace an agreement for the hire of rights over chattels such as we 
have here. On the other point I felt pressed by the Thames Conserv 
case. But now that the Limmer Asphalie case has been discussed, I 
that it covers this case. The word “‘ security ’’ in the ‘‘ bond or covenant 
clause ’’ gave rise to the difficulty in the Thames Conservancy case. But thef 
portion of this clause which relates to securities ‘‘ for a definite and certain } © 
period so that the total amount to be ultimately payable can be ascer- [7 
tained,” refers us to the clause with mortgages, &c., for a fixed f~ 
amount, so that this latter clause is made the standard for assessing the J 
document which is a security. In the mortgs ge clause the “~ 
S¢ he ary se ‘ . 










































made : ou ow. 8 i | 
exception certain instruments which are not i securities would be f 
within the clause. I think the Limmer Asphalte case is distinctly in point 
here, but the sum here not being ascertainable immediately, as it was in 
that case, be assessed according to the scale which the com- 
In the case first argued there was nothing like a 
think it falls within the decision I have already given. 
Judgment for the Crown.—Counsgit, R. Bankes ; Gore Browne ; Lockwood, 
8.G., and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, King Stephens ; Reyroux, Phillips, § 
Golding ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





GILL AND OTHERS v. EDOUIN—Wright, J., 4th December. 


Damacs By Overriow or Water rrom Premises oF ADJOINING OccUPIER— 
Neciicgence—LiABILity OF ADJOINING OccurrEeR For Damaae. 


Further consideration. The action was tried by Wright, J., without a 
jury, when he reserved the case for further consideration, the question 

ing as to the liability of the defendant for damage done to 
the plaintiffs’ premises by an overflow of water from the defend- 
ant’s premises. The plaintiffs were lessees and occupiers of the 
premises No. 170, Strand, one of the plaintiffs carrying on business there, 
and the defendant was the lessee and occupier of the Strand Theatre, 
adjoining the premises No. 170, Strand. The plaintiffs alleged that on 
the 17th of October, 1893, and subsequently, the defendant so negligently 
managed and kept his premises, and the roofs, water pipes, and gullies © 
thereof, that large quantities of water collected and flowed into the 
plaintiffs’ premises. The facts are fully set out in the judgment. 

Waricat, J., read the following judgment :—Prior to the year 1882 - 
there existed at the rear of the Sead Thontee a@ small area open to the 
sky, enclosed on two sides by the buildings of the theatre, on another side a 
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by the plaintiffs’ house, on the fourth side by the house of Mr. Swan- _ 
borough. The soil of the area belo to the defendant’s predecessor in . 
title, but the plaintiffs and Mr. Secmiscedh each had the right of dis- R 
c ing rain-water from their adjoining roofs down gutter pipes fixed to 

their respective walls, into a gully in floor of the area, and so into a 

drain, or sewer, belonging to the defendant. In 1882 the defendant’s Co 
predecessor proceeded to cover the area with a flat roof. A dispute arose > 
with the plaintiffs, who alleged obstruction of lights, and the dispute was 4 


settled by a deed of compromise dated November, 1882, whereby the 
plaintiffs consented to the obstruction of certain of their lights, 
obtaining in return a right to the exclusive use of the area for 


a height of seven feet from its floor. The plaintiffs thereupon 
completed the covering in of the area. In so doing it does not 
appear that they interfered in any way with the 


arrangements 

for its escape into a 
gully or hole in one corner of the new roof, and so down a pipe into the 
same drain as before. The roof of the area at the place in question then 
became, so to speak, a tank of a few square feet area and a foot or more 
hich the rain-water with open ends discharged, one pipe 
those premises, water so discharged escaped down 
the gully or hole into the accustomed drain. There was some evidence 
that the gully or hole inconveniently placed, but there was no evidence 
negligent or improper construction. The ret 
ter from the of those premises are 0: . 
the defendant’s roofs being smaller than 
There is no access to the roof in question from 
mises except through windows 
convenient access 
in question was in fact used by 
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to this action the defendant’s porter had, at Swan! *s request and 
for payment by him, gone on to the roof to remove an to the 
escape of rain-water, and had found an accumulation of about three 
ions caused by a stop of the gully by some paper and a stick. 
fe roof and any accumulation of water upon it could be seen from the 
Jaintiffs’ windows and from Swanborough’s premises, but not without 
fitentional observation from the defendant’s premises.’ No complaint of 
the condition of the roof or gully had ever been made to the defendant or 
his servant, ar as before mentioned. On the tof the 17th of Octo- 
ber, 1893, rain fell, not in any extraordinary a On the m 
of the 18th water was found leaking into the plain y _— thro 
a window, the bottom of which adjoined roof question, and 
it was found that water had accumulated on the roof and had 
filled the sort of tank formed by the roof there. The accumulation was 
the result of an obstruction of the mouth of the gully by paper or other 
substances. Damage was done to the plaintiffs’ goods to an extent which 
I assess at £30, and the question is whether the defendant is liable 
to the plaintiffs for this damage. I apprehend that the primé facie rule 
governing the case is to be gathered from Rylands v. a (L. R. 3 H. L. 
330), Hurdman v. North-Eastern Rail 0. EW. R. 489, 3 C. P. D. 168), 
Anderson ¥. EST, a. BD. D ti), B Sailers (24 W R. 
D. ,2U. P. D. 239), 
it ati 















eTen y suse Dili OY Ba a nega in 
the act or default of some third person. second is recognized 
Rylands v. Fletcher, and is that, Wien wah uses His land in the 6 








and reasonable manner of and AnMaye BIIs to 
c ; 4 ; 








g e de : Tus Pit toe rious 
and therefore is not within the second exception, yet the tiff con- 
sented to what the defendant did. For example, consen! 
tothe CO. ater on the defendant’s land, the defendant 
is not liable for the consequences in the absence of negligence ; and this 
doctrine is extended by Bramwell, B., in tS v. (19 


W. R. 723, L. R. 6 Ex. 217), to the case where collection of the | of 


water or other cause of damage was for the common benefit. A 


third “Exception has been made in Boss v. ane Mt R. 7 Q. B. = _ oe as tas aad 
8. , on sum 0} 

ment had been made under the 

the sum of £295,070. It was contended on 


where the plaintiff had taken a floor in a , and it was h 
that he took the premises as they were, and subject to the ordinary 


ey could not recover against the occupier of an w floor for 


ticks arising from the use of the rest of the house as it stood, and conse- 
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to consult the board principle and to make 
Odical reports to that ; and accounts _were 


ge done by water escaping from a closet on the "s floor, 
there being no negli 9 t’s (compare Anderson v. 
nhermer). ere may be some other exce’ . In the it case 
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Oppe 
I think that in the absence of negligence the defendant is wi both the | taking 


second and the third exceptions. He did no more than what was ordinary 




















: 


ses adie th te ue 
yee op per been made on 
aa a 
deducible from ¥. 
under- 

the board 

affect the 


a 
3° 
zs 
i 
3 
Ht 
Fs 
d 
2 
iy 
gs 


and reasonable in conducting his own water from the roof to the gully, | question. It was on behalf of the phe dy 
Seek the puevition of the Gully Of tie piece wns @ ant oun-te ts t the fact that board in London managed and the 
common benefit, and impliedly, and I should also infer actually, attended America was sufficient to take Gas epee ant of Geo eomegie 
to by the plaintiffs. The defendant, therefore, is not liable unless n | laid down in v. Brooks, and, secondly, that though the 
poof of neglige . e Be We 7 were actually in Denver, yet, by the declaration of the dividend in 
al y neglig pe-SURPCSted is the | England, they were constructively received there within the principle of the 
omission to examine the gutter. ot appéar that the defendant | Scottish Mor Co. v. MeKelvie (2 Tax Cases, 165). 
ever did examine or cleanse it. But 20 previous trouble had occurred to} Yavueuan TLLUAMS, J.—In my judgment these two cases are governed 
his knowledge, nor had there been anything to call the defendant’s atten- | by the decision in the case. Two are made here. It is 
tion to the matter. Iam not prepared to say as a matter of law, nor as / said that this case does = 
SEPICeS CVREECS, Tile - t in this case is wholly carried on 
5 been made, OF EAGT, Te ae heer me that the decision in Colguhoun v. Brooks is based on the fact thst Mr. 
. : hink thai Brooks was & partner. But, though Lord Esher mentioned the 
r th dant, with costs. Judgment for defendant.— | fact, it does not seem to me that the judgments in the House of Lords 
wen 


be judgment for the defen: 

Oounse., F. R. Y. Radcliffe; H. G. Farrant. Soxicrrons, Powell ¢ Goodale ; 
R. W. Robinson. ° 

{Reported by Sir Sxzrstow Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 


DENVER HOTEL CO. ». ANDREWS; THE SAN PAULO RAILWAY CO. 
o. CARTER—30th November. 


Revenure—Income Tax—Forzron Possrsstons—Enouisn Company OWNING 
AND MANAGING A Bustness AsroapD—Prorits BARNED ABROAD AND NOoT 
REMITTED TO ENGLAND—Oonstructive Recerpr 1x Encianp—5 & 
Vicr. c. 35, s. 100, Scuzepute D, Friern Case—16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34, 
8. 2, Scuzpute D. 

Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue under 43 & 44 Vict. 
c. 19, s. 59, the question being whether an English company formed for 
the purpose of carrying on a business abroad was asseseable under the 
first or the fifth case, Schedule D, of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, s. 100, and whether 
in the assessment should be included a sum paid as dividends to share- 
holders residing abroad and not received i specie in England. 
Denver Hotel Co. was a company formed for the pempese of acquiring and 
carrying on an hotel in Denver called the Windsor Hotel. The company 
was registered in England and had of 
tendon. A manager conducted the com 4 

t he was subject to the direct control of the board London, and, 
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atructively received in England. The profits took the shape of dividends 
before there was any constructive remittance to England, and if anything 
was constructively remitted to England it was the dividends. In point 
of fact the character which the money had;assumed in America—that is 
to say, dividends—was never altered by any book-keeping entry in 
England, whereas where you have no American company interposed, the 
case seems to me to be different, because, the character of the money in 
America being merely the = of the trading, it does undergo a 
by reason of something that takes place in London, that is to 
say, it becomes a dividend, and it is as a dividend that it 1s distributed to 
the shareholders in America. But at the same time I am not prepared to 
say that Bartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt does not bind us here, because 
I think I ought to take it that that case was intended to decide abso- 
lutely that a constructive remittance and receipt on the principle laid 
down in Scottish Mortgage Co. of New Mezico v. McKelvie has no application 
whatever to the fifth case, and only applies to the fourth. 
Wauicurt, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think the Bartholomay case 
both theese cases, although certainly there is room for doubt, 
especially in the case of the Brazilian company. A substantial part of the 
Brazilian company’s business is undoubtedly transacted here ; but I think 
the answer to that is that the profit-earning part of the business is 
usively carried on in Brazil. If that is so it is more consistent with 






















to one country, is f another, does not affect the law. I 
0 fay a Word & @ Bartholomay case. Tt is true there was a 


dividend declared in America, but that was only a pro formd declaration 
following on a request made by the English board. No warrants were 
issued on it. The whole of the dividends went to the shareholders con- 

| stituting the English company. It seems to me that under these circum- 
stances all dividends retained in America for the benefit of American 
shareholders were constructive payments in England of a debt in England, 
and that it is only because the language of the fifth case will not fit that 
that the amounts are not taxable in England. Appeal allowed.—Counsz, 
Finlay, Q.C., and Bremner ; Sir Robert Reid, A.G., and Danekwerts. Sout- 
crrorns, Mellor, Smith, § May ; Clements § Williams ; The Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue. 


[Reported by C. G. Witeranim, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOLMES v. FORMSBY—3rd December. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT -CoMpPENSATION TO TENANT FoR ImPROVEMENTS— 
Lares: Sum pur To Lanptorp ror Breacn or Covenantr—SumMMARY 
Proceepixcs ny LaNpLorp TO RECOVER BAaLAnce— AGRICULTURAL 
Hotpines (Fxatanp) Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 61), ss. 6, 24. 


This was a summons for a prohibition to the county court of Norfolk, 

{ referred to the cou e e chambers. e applicant having 
re 7) : imation of his tenancy, made a claim 
— his landlord under section 6 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1883, for compensation for unexhausted improvements. The landlord 
gave a counter-notice to the tenant, claiming damages for breach of cove- 
nant to keep the premises in a. The claim and counter-claim were 


referred to arbitration as provi by the Act. C) 
£18 . was due e on claim, and £49 7s. to the landlord 


on his counter-claim, and awarded that the tenant should pay to the land- 

lord the balance of £30 10s. 7d. Summary proceedings under section 24 g 

[ the Act were then instituted by the Te 9 enforce 

We DA yiUoDLt tae. he tens 5 summons for @ pro- 

tion to the county court, on the ground that it had no jurisdiction to 

entertain the proceedings, and a behalf it was contended that_sec- 
ne - roviGged no nm ascertea p 




































taken. into account in reduction thereof; that the Ac n ; 
ion dealing wit! as this, in which the sum due to the 
nd exceeded the compensation due to the tenant, so as to enable the 
landlord to employ the summary procedure of the Act in order to enforce 
tof the balance due to him. Farquharson v. Morgan (1894, 1 Q. B. 
2) was cited on his behalf. For the landlord it was argued that if this 
tention prevailed the Act would be rendered quite unworkable; that 
t prin 
the 





ciple to apply to the construction of the Act was that intro- 
by the Judicature Act—viz., that where a counter-claim exceeded 
claim, judgment could be given for the balance. 

Tur Cover (Grantuam and Lawnancer, JJ.) ordered the writ of prohibi- 
tion to iesue. 

Grantuam, J., said that the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, was in- 
tended to give to tenants compensation for improvements, which they 
 -egerory' had not been able to obtain. At the time of the passing of 

Act it was seen that it would be a great hardship on the landl if 


he was to be saddled with the cost of these improvements, and, at the same , 


time, had a claim against the tenant for damages for breach of covenant. 
Therefore a provision was introduced by which any sums due to the landlord 
were to be taken into account in reduction of the amount of compensation 

p A isi y which 






OTITHe TT fiseaq on Dehall o ne ndiord could 
reading into the Act words which it did not contain. 
Lawrance, J., concurred, and said that if the Act had taken away from 
the landlord any rights which he formerly he should have agreed 
with the argument raised on his behalf, but the Act did not do so. The 
nd e tenant’s claim by his o im, 
8 ODLY in the same 




























possessed. Mt ot a to issue.—Counsszi., Channell, Q.C., and 

- Low ; Jelf, ., and H. F. Wilson. Soxtcrrons, Crowders ¢ Vizard, for 

Milis § Reeve, Norwich; White § Borrett, for Garrod § Wilson, Diss. 
[Reported by F. O. Rosrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, Dec. 3—Mr. OC. W. Williams in the chair.—The transaction 
and discussion of private business, in which Messrs. Green, Lee Nash, 
Elliman, Herbert Smith, Browne, Sherrington, Yates, Kains Jackson, 
Marks, Le Maistre, Hubbard, and C. W. Williams took part, occupied a 
considerable portion of the evening. Mr. Begg then moved: ‘‘ That this 
society is of opinion that the Long Vacation should be shortened and 
pleadings delivered during it.’”’ Mr. J. S. Green opposed, and Messrs. 
Cayley, Kains Jackson, Lee Nash, A. W. Marks, and Hubbard also 
addressed the House on the motion, which, after Mr. Begg's reply, was 
carried by one vote. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 6th inst , the following being present, viz., 
Messrs. Arthur Toovey (chairman), H. Brandon, 8. J. Daw, H. C. Nisbet, 
8. Smith, J. Vallance, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary), grants of £10 
were made to the widows of three non-members, three new members were 
— to the association, and the ordinary general business was tran- 
sacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Wit11am Epwarp Hatt, barrister, died suddenly on Friday in last 
week. He was the son of Dr. William Hall, of Leatherhead, and was 
called to the bar in 1861. He was widely known for his book upon Inter- 
national Law, first published in 1880. He also wrote works on the Rights 
and Duties of Neutrals, and Foreign Powers and Jurisdiction of the 
British Crown. In 1875 he was elected an associate, and in 1882 a 
member, of the Institut du Droit International 

Mr. James Ovurr Guirrits, Q C., died last week. He was the son of 
Mr. J. Griffits, of High Wycombe, Bucks, and was called to the bar in 
1848. He was appointed Recorder of Reading in 1870. In 1875 he was 
was made a Queen’s Counsel. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Justice Currry has been elected Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn for the 
ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Westlake, Q.C. 

The honour of knighthood has been conferred upon Mr. Frank Lock- 
woop, M.P., Q.C., Solicitor-General. 

Sir Frepericx Pottock, Bart., barrister, has been appointed Editor of 
the Law Reports. Mr. Stone will be assistant-editor to Sir Frederick 
Pollock. 

Mr. Arruur Epmunp G11, barrister, has been appointed to be Treasury 
Couneel at the North London Sessions in place of Mr. Besley, Q.C. 


Mr. Franx Humpnurey, of 13, Prince Albert-street, Brighton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Humphrey was admitted in 
oa 1888. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTions. 

Hiram Cosgpce and Srernen Nayier Howsk11, solicitors (Cosedge & 
Howell), Temple-chambers, Victoria-embankment, E.C., and 10, Camber- 
well-green, 8.£., and at Horley. June 5. The business of the firm will 
be continued at the same addresses by the said Hiram Cosedge. 

[ Gazette, Nov. 30. 

Tuomas Martow, Georce Gysson Porrgr, and ALexanper MAnrren, 
solicitors (Marlow, Potter, & Marten), Walsall. Nov. 30. 

James Henry Watsu and Hernert Law, solicitors (Walsh & Law), St. 
Annes-on-the-Sea. Oct. 1. [ Gazette, Dec. 4. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Resley, Q.C., will be entertained at dinner by the North London and 
Middlesex Sessions Bar Mess on the 15th inst. at the Whitehall Rooms, 
Hotel Métropole, when Mr. Charles Gill will take the chair. 


The dinner to be given by the members of the Northern Circuit to Lord 
Russell of Killowen (Lord ChieéJustice of England) will take place at the 
Hitel Métropole on Saturday, at 7.15. 

The Pall Mall Gazette says there has been considerable comment on the 


South-Eastern Circuit on the action of the Treasury in sending down Mr. 
Charles Mathews ‘“‘special’’ to prosecute in the chief case at Lewes, that 


of the notorious Hopegood. A circuit which contains so many Queen’s 


Counsel and juniors of especial distinction at the criminal bar na 
resents & slight of this kind. 4 
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On his retirement from the offices of Solicitor to the , Queen’s 
Proctor, and Director of Public Prosecutions, Sir Augustus 
was entertained at dinner by members of the bench, the bar, and Civil 
Service with whom he has worked during his twenty-eight years of service. 
Among them were the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Welby, Lord Justice A.L. 
Smith, Mr. Justice Wright, the Attorney - -General, and the Solicitor- 


General. 
Our adv columns shew that a of the members of 
the Selden ty will be held 


Mr. Justice ae, iu the 
council room of Lincoln’s-inn H London, on Mo y the 10th of 
December, at 4.15 p.m., to consider the steps to be taken nies, aa Wak 
of the sudden death of ‘Mr. Dove, the treasurer and 
Mr. Francis K. Munton has consented to act as geen secretary 
pro tem. 

The Times says that the full scheme for the enlargement and improve- 
ment of the Record Office includes not only the new wand the jatuina now ap- 
proaching completion, the demolition of the ‘Rolls House, and 
together of the new and old buildings, but also a new set of 
on the site at present occupied by the old, which must by-and-bye 


Hd 


too small to accommodate the staff. But, _——— it has been m agrood that 
this latter part of the scheme shall be ultimately effected in order to round 
off these Record Office improvements, it is not expected that it will be 


carried out during the present century. 


It is stated that ee’ is intended to be made to Parliament in the 
ensuing session by the Legal and General Life Assurance Society for a Bill 
to — Sreedatys their — . The Bill = i aseaie eer ma 
declare an te the capital ot the <7 to ‘or 

increase of such coaptel ; be “issued with any 
preferential, qualified, , OF deferred 1 


any new M 
ts or 
Fine Bil upon any special terms whatever.”’ 


eee 


ower wil alo Be tox ’ t 
the Bill to make new and to alter the 


event of the being registered and incorporated cate th the rte 
panies Acts, 1862 to 1890, to vest in the society property which might be 
then vested in their estate trustees. 


Apropos of the death [or loss] of Mr. Justice Hawkins’ fox terrier 
‘* Jack,’’ which has just occurred, the Globe says that once, when sit 
on the bench with his master, ‘‘ Jack ’’ ventured to express his opinion on 
the matters before him in a singularly loud tone. The tale goes that Sir 
Henry, with the test promptitude, directed the ushers to ‘‘ turn that 
dog out of the ery.”’ The ushers, of course, did not find a dog in the 
gallery, and nobody ventured to look under the bench. On solemn occa- 
sions ‘‘ Jack ’’ was always attached to the judge’s wrist by a long blue 
ribbon, and many a junior has beguiled the tedium of a case by watching 
the ribbon gradually unroll as ‘‘ Jack’’ pursued his investiga’ ions, while 
Sir Henry every now and then “‘ hauled in the slack.’’ 


The president (Mr. John Hunter), the a (Mr. J. W. Budd), 


and the council of the Inco ted Law Maenge = Si entertained a ae 
company at dinner at their hall, Chancery-lane week. Among 
guests were the following : —The Lord Chief Justice of England, Mr. 
G. J. Shaw-Lefevre, M.P., Lord Justice Righy, Mie. Thomas Fischer, Q C., 
Mr. M. Crackanthorpe, Q'C., Mr. H. H. Cozens P One| aes Mr. 
Wilberforce, the Master of ‘the Merchant Ta “Tayloee’ Compan oy 
pag M.P. ), Mr. R. 8S. Godfrey, Mr. W. W. Ward (Brit) Mir, 0 
Wig a. esident of Chartered Accountants), “Mr. 

ers, Mr. R. L. Dillon Lowe, Mr. C. J. Stewart (Assistant Oficial 
hehe. Mr. C. H. Morton (Liverpool), Mr. C. F. Da —_ H. L. Roscoe, 
Mr. J. M, Johnstone, Mr. L. H. Shadbolt, Mr. K urray (secretary 
London Chamber of Commerce), Mr. W. J. Fraser, Dr. Woot 
Williamson, and Mr. 8. P. B. Rucknill. The following members of the 
council were also present:—Mr. Attlee, Mr. Barker, 3, pm Mr. 
Fladgate, Mr. den, Mr. Hollams, Mr. Janson, Mr. Leman, Mr. 
Morrell, Mr. Munton, Sir Thomas Paine, Mr. Pemberton, Mr. P 
Mr. Rawle, Mr. Roscoe, Mr. Allen, Mr. Clarke, Mr. H. Oooke, Mr. 
Munby. 


? 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcnasers AND LxssEEs.— pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
- aes by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 

Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
ledad by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora or Reersrsans m ATTENDANCE OX 


















Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
10 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes 
: Beal Godfrey Jackson 
lf Pugh Leach “ Clowes 
Ali Beal Godfrey Jackson 
EMO - ..ccccevsinsseentisebesevee 14 Pugh Leach Clowes 
Ne ee ae 15 Beal Godfrey d 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieiiea. Kexewicn. 
5 ceesdsubabacooeeds Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton 
me 8 | n Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Yemberten 
Carri Rolt ard 
Lavie Farmer 
Rolt 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Harwayx.—Nov. a, ot 61, Campden-hill-equare, the wife of John Eustace Harman, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
T. —Nov. at Worcester the wife of D. Churton Taylor, 
'AYUOR. yo pe ont Park, Surrey, . 


MARRIAGE. 
Ob at 


a gg ag ag Chelmsf. in dcadan 
Chelmsford, Essex. 
De Hamev.—Nov. A FS at cent See ae ee 
barrister-at-law, 
cay = A Oi 


Gatrrits.—Nov. . 2, vine Me eee 


Hauw.— TL saalwbee baer 9 eo Somat ence 59. 
pee 380, at 17, Palatine-square, Burnley, Richard Marmaduke Holmes, solici- 


tor, 
Sxinnen.—Nov. es ot Gotlt, 4 on his for his best, Soh | Edwin 
ff - A. the Daily 








aa: Feces Gian, aah hedie Bouton Weam 
Op anv Rare Finz Insurance Poxicres wanted to > a 


cost —Particulars, by letter, to A. R. O.; 76, Oheapaide, London.— 
DVT 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Nov. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep i Cmancery. 
Avsany Restaurant, hen ian oF 
and of their 


names 
61, Lord st, Liv: 


Te Chay bead ding bf 
or claims, to John William Dalton, 


os beatae “! _ R, rage 7 . Bd, presented Nov fF on ney og 
of appearing must reach the orelck ta in 


abovenamed 
afternoon of Dec 11 
Criarinenogn & Co, Lamrrep—Creditors are 
names and addresses, 


Mellor Bridlesmith j N Wi solor to liquidators 
pager Magasin oy Fan entre, Geos a ee, 
names 
Andrew Wallace Barr, 30, Moorgate st. 
Exvernant anv Castie Horse snp 
by Williams, J., oy Nov % ¥ = 
Howanrp & Butiovesr, Liwrran Creditors are theo 
names and 
James Alexander 
uidators 
J. and addrone & Co, scoped wich fal pa 


g 
i 


Loypon ie 3 Bar Bran, Lato Puiate ‘Guass are 
Dec 16, to send names and addresses, 
to Hudson W. 








Lewis, 46, Fish st 


Pirrie and Surtees Hope, Newcastle on 
Tyran Construction Co, Lamrrep—Peta for 
be heard on Wednesday, Dec 12. Grant & 
petners. Roties 5 must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
ee creer cksandg’ Des th, Campbell & On tf; Welwir os, aguas Wi osloes 
on ’ . 
et. Notne of tppeariag mist Feech the abovennmed not iter thea 6 lock i 
W Rowsans 6, eS are required on or before Jan 11, to send their 
names and end pastioulann of thats Aetunes to 
151, Commercial st, Newport. Dauncey, Newport, solor for 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


ay ae Faizwpiy Socrety, National Schoolroom, South Collingham, Nottingham. 
ov 


London Gantie.—Tunsvay, Dec. 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Leurrep um Cmaxosrr. 
A & Co, Laursp—Petn for Nov 28, directed to be heard 
ih ia Rakes Huvenn, ih aa Boe sro 


& Faweus, 18, Essex 
must reach the aboyenamed not later than 6 o'clock 


W. Fouses & Co Limrrep—Petn for winding 
yy ha ne kA a pradshew, joe 


must reach the abovenamed 

Ecorescurrre Irow Limrrrp—Petn for winding direeted to be 
Ge pap tt 
noon of Dec 1 5 


el 
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Sramrorp Coat pues Fur. Co, Luurrep—Credito: uired, on or before Jan 3, to 
send their names and addresses, and pentigiiors of their debts or claims, to David 
41, St. Paul’s st, Stamford. Atter, Stamford, solor for liquidator 
Tue —— od eae, SA for winding up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard on 
Dec 12) Andrews & Fawcus, 18, Eseex st, Strand, solors a petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
il 

Turver Prevuatic Tyre Co, Liwrrep—Petn for pe up, me pe Dee 1, directed to 
Eieniechtn, egler far (elma. Wages of or I So Lh yo 
or ers. appearing m reach the abovenamed no’ 

later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dee 11 
Tratax Coxstravcriox Co, Linrrzp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30, directed to 
on Wednesday, Dec 12. Dawes & Sons, 9, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, solor for 
oe hae a = aagenting must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 


Tynan Constavction Co, Linrren—Petn for wi ted Dee 1, directed to be 
on Wednesday, 12. Few & Co, 19, foe’ st, Strand, agents for Arthur 
alker, New Mills, Btockport, solor for petners 
Unirep States Goup Puacens (ww Company), Liurrzp—Creditors aa 2 in England 
Ro uired, on or before Dec 31, and elsewhere on or before Feb 1, to send their names 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles John Stewart, 33, 
=x Lincoln’s inn 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Accancton Farenpwy Sicx Society, Queen's Hotel, Accrington, Lancaster. Nov 24 
Loya Chewy seces, — Order of Modern Druids, Druids’ Hall, Redworth st, West 
“ 1 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Ciam 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 16. 
Banwzs, Sauvet, Broadway, Dorset, Licensed Victualler Dec13 Tett v Barnes, Chitty, 
Weymout! 
Carum, Jouy, ae. Lime Burner Dec 17 
Vallance, Essex st, Strand 
Sorensex, Maatix Peres, Liverpool, Chandler Dec 16 
Liverpool 


Davies, North John st, Live: 
Woops, Jossrn, Preston 
Liverpool 


Bhipstone v Carlin, Kekewich, J 
Stirling v Sorensen, Registrar, 
Dec 16 Andrew ¥ Woods, Registrar, Liverpool Crewe, 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 23. 
Cursy, Jostan, Lower Easton, Glos, Painter Dec 22 Dickson v Cooper, Chitty, J 
Dicki Bristol 


. 


Hour, Witu1am Eomuno, Ardwick, Lancs, Fruit Preserver Dec 24 Holt v Sagar, 
Registrar, Manchester Horner & Son, Manchester 
London Gazette—Tunspay, Nov 27. 
Matenatt, Arreur Joux, Tunbridge Wells, Silk Mercer Jani  Parr’s Banking Co y 


Allwork, Chitty, J Fielder, Lincoln’s inn fields 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 30. 


Biav, Acveget Wit.iam, Lime st, Furniture Dealer Dec 31 _ Bird v Bird, Kekewich, J 
Hunt & Co, St Swithin’s lane 
Ixeus. Jons Grutaspers, Southsea Jan 9 Bank of Scotland v Inglis, Stirling, J 
Batten, Yeovil 
London Gazette.—Turspvay, Dec. 4. 
Fisuer, Henry, an, Salop, Solicitor Jan 4 Moore vy Oxenbould, 
ges, Newpo 
ame, WitiiaM Hoe ” anp, Carlton mnsns, Clapham rise, Chemical Manure Manufacturer 
an7 Packard v Hale, Chitty, J. Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 
TS. Ottver, Handcross Slaugham, Sussex,Grocer Dec 31 Page v Ireland, Stirling, 
J Cool, Horsham 
Rocers, Artnuur Bens amin bree Tésepeel, Watch Case Manufacturer 
McConnan v Rogers, Registrar, Li Smith, Newington, Liverpool 
Warren, Cuaries Knicutos, Queen's ni, tFoha’ . Wood, Artist Jan 1 Williams 
Warren, North, J Minshall & Co, Chancery lane 


Chitty, J 


Jan 2 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Nov. 27. 

Arxixson, Samuvugt, Southport Dec 31 Needham & Co, Manchester 
Bartox, Tuomas Haycerart, Fridaythorpe Nov 30 Syd Powell, Pocklington 
Baxrer, Isapetta Jane, Clopton Dec29 Welton, Woodbridge 
Beraey, Tuomas Hore Garen, Old Trafford Dec 31 Needham & Co, Manchester 
Buaxe, Evocar Farpenic Jan 31 - Gedge & Nisbet, Austin Friars 
Buixxnoryn, Canotixe Jans Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Dee 31 


Busstey, Tuomas Cuarves, Southampton, Esq Freshfields & Williams, Bank 


Oaox arr, pd Lang-Gilston, Herts, Yeoman Dec 25 Michell, Wellington 
Deanrvex, Caves, Halifax, Publican Dec1 Foster, Halifax 

Derrurnr, Jony, North Brixton Dec 29 Edmonds, Brixton rd 

Dixxet, Euma, St Leonards on Sea Dec 29 Watts & Son, St Dunstan’s hill 
Fow.sn, Evizapeta Racuet, Brighton Dec 31 Young & Co, Essex st 

Faaser, Mary, Frimley Dec 31 Foster, Aldershot 

Faeemantie, Groacz, Manchester, Secretary Dec 31 Needham & Co, Manchester 
Hircains, Janz, Coventry, Spinster Dec 23 Minster, Coventry 

Honrtoy, Taomas, Edgbaston, Solicitor Dec 31 Wragge & Co, Birmingham 
Jou.y, Roveat, Birmingham, M.D. Dee 25 Edge & Ellison, Birmingham 

Joxnzs, Canottve, Liangollen, Spinster Jan 24 Richards & Son, Liangollen 
Karecer, Witttam Curistiax, Falmouth, Gent Dec 31 Travers & Co, Throgmorton 


avenue 
Taves, Tucmas Frevenick Jounsrox, Kingston on Thames Dec 15 Hulberts & 


ussey, New sq 
Leepaax, Geonrce, Rotherham, Farmer Jan24 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 


‘Mausu, Axx, Barnstaple Dec 31 Law & Co, Barnstaple 

Marrinsox, Gzonoz, Whitehaven, Draper Dec 20 Anderson, Whitehaven 

Mrrcusit, Karaeains Avevarpe, Deptford Jan4 Marchant & Co, Lombard st 

Neusox, Tuomas Avvzew, MD, Regeat’s Park Dec 31 Chap'in & Peckham, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 








Pace, Tuomas, Framfield, Sussex, Farmer Jan29 Vinal, Lewes 

Paice, Harnizt, Paignton Jani Paige & Grylls, Redruth 

Paires, Joux, Bretforton, Yeoman Jan2 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 

Ricumonp, Artuur James, Mumbles,Glam Dec 31 Strick & Co, Swansea 

Rotis, Epwarp Grorce, Clapton, Gent Jan26 Wilkie, Basingba') st 

Sums, Henry James, Birmingham Dec 30 Chinn, Birmingham 

Spat, Joun Witt1am, Camden rd, Esq Dec 24 William Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Srevexson, James Epwarp Bunce, Clapham Jan16 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Taytor, Joun Vincent, Liverpool Dec 81 Evans Rains, Manchester 

Torrey, Wituram, Croydon, Gent Dec24 Pakeman, Bucklersbury 

Tave, Josuva, Siepney, Beer Retailer Jan7 Free, New Broad st 

Vive, Exvizaseru Ans Frances, Islington Dec12 Beckingsale & Co, Copthall avenue 

Waker, James Rovent, Bradford, Cashier Jan1 Farrar, Bradford 

Woonnovusz, Georcz Wixovs, Albrighton, Salop Dec 31 AG & H R Phillips, Shifnal 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 30. 

Baxpixe, Joun Wittiam, Wimbledon Jan15 Toogood, New inn 

Babes, Bases, Hoddington, Southampton Dec 31 Harrison & Ingram, Lincoln’s ing 


e 
Burro, Joun Lasumar, Croydon, Builder Dec 28 Robinson & Till, Croydon 
Cramer, Mary Exizaperu, Nevern sq Jan 7 Coode & Co, Bedford row 
Coury, So.omon Hymax, Westminster, China Dealer Dec 20 Rymer, Rochester row 


Corcaze-Geamrean, Firzaeratp Hamivroy, Sloane st, Gent Jani4 Pritchard & Oo, 


e Trinity lane 
Cox, Jane, Leicester Dec 27 Rowlatt & Winterton, Leicester 


Craw.ey, Exizasetn Jan8 Morgan, Hastings 
Cross, ag Crocker, Compton Gifford, Outfitter 


Chovunneen Exuiza, Unionrd Dec3l Faithfull & Owen, Richmond 
Dowatpson, Janz, Lee Dee 81 Donaldson, Bedford row 

Eowarps, Extey, Liverpool Dec 20 Yates & Co, Liverpool 

Faruey, Jouy, Esq, Thornton Heath Dec 28 Drummonds & Co, Croydon 
Fernis, Jonny Henny, Truro, Gent Dec3i Smith & Co, Truro 

Fox, Harriet, Stoke Newington Dec 31 Snow & Co, Cannon st 
Goppanb, James, Peckham, Grocer Dec 28 Wingfield, Basinghall st 
Gooppey, Bersy Curcenves, Bath Dec31 Newman & Co, Yeovil 


Grangnt, Renan Catuerinxe, Barton on Humber Jan 11 Dix & Nowell, Barton on 
umber 
Harpir, Rev Jouy, Tyntesfield Dec 29 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 


Harpr, Witxtiam, Blundelisands Dec 31 Brook & Co, Huddersfield 

Hersven, Rev Francis Ronert, Chailey Dec 31 Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hissert Geonce, Leyton, Esq Jani6 Crosley & Burn, Moorgate st 

Hitt, Asraur Morres, Upper Thames st, Gent Janil Stewart, Chancery lane 
Hopaes, Ricuarp Samvev. Kenilworth, Farmer Feb1 Handley & Co, Warwick 
Hoi.toway, Sanuvet, Lichfield, Farmer Dee 31 Loxton & Newman, Walsall 
Houmeureye, Evizaseru, Brynymor, Ferryside, Spinster Dec 31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 
Hompnreys, Saran, Brynymor, Ferryside Dec 31 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 
Jarnetr, Hersert Newros, Leckford, Gent Dec19 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Kay, Samvev, Manchester, Gent D2c17 Kay & Son, Manchester 

Kipp, Marcarer, Kendal, Spinster Jan 31 Thomson & Wilson, Kendal 

Kipstoy, Joun Pearsoy, Northaw, Esq Jan15 Jenkins & Co, Godliman st 
Kixsmay, Avice, Liverpool Dec 31 Wareing & Co, Liverpool 

Kwyorr, Cuanr.es, Plymouth, Clerk Jan 3i Greenway & Son, Plymouth 

Leeou, Arruur Bienneruassetr, St Leonards, Gent Dec 25 Chalinder, Hastings 
Lewis, Joseru Ascey, Radnor, Farmer Decl4 Green & Nixon, Knighton 
Ligurroot, Many Desoran, Northwich Dec29 A & J E Fletcher, Northwich 
Licarroot, Wittiam, Accrington D2c 27 Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 
Lowspave, Cuartes Henry, Newport, Mon Dec 20 Davies, Bassaleg 

Lyyca, Hesry Fourks, Richmond, Solicitor Jan3 Smyth, Sidcup 

Mepuvrst, Aurrep Cuarces, St Mary Bourne, Southampton, Farmer Dec3l Smith é& 


Son, Andover 
Mixes, Taomas, Bishopstoke Dec 19 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Morcay, Jouy, Bristol, Produce Broker Jani Sinnott, Bristol 


Muncaster, Ferpivanpo, Coalgate, Lancs, Yeoman Dee 24 


Jan 31 Greenway & Son, Ply 


Butler, Broughton im 


Furness 
Newcomt, Henry Nevitie, Shenley, Gent Dec 31 Wood, Finsbury circas 
Pavey, Feanx, Kingston upon Hull Jani2 Davis, Hull 
Perxiss, Cano.ine, Tunbridge Wells Jan7 Ridsdale & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
Power, Witu1am Austin, Windsor, Queen’s Messenger Dec 21 Long & Co, Windsor 
Raw.ins, Georce, Upton cum Chalvey, Esq Decl Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Ricuarps, Taomas, Fisherton Anger, Wilts Dec 23 Newmin & Co, Clement’s inn 
Rosorrom, Magrua, Otterbourne Dee 19 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Rosorrom, Wiit1am, Longmoor, Farm Bailiff D2c 19 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 
Savter, James, Winchester, Butcher Dec 19 Wooldrilge & Soa, Winchester 
Suort, Georce, Stratford, Gent Dec 31 Marsh, Fenchurch st 
Sairn, Marcaret, Bellingham, Draper Jan 14 Browa, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Srerngensoy, Tuomas, Middleton, Farmer Feb 1 Whitehead, Pickering 
nee Isapecta Avagitia, Easton, Southampton Dec19 Wooldridge & Son, Win- 
c 


Surcurrs, Tuomas, Acton, Plumber Jan 11 Brown, Lincolo’s inn fields 

Viant, Henny, Totten, Surgeon D.c19 Wooldridge & Sop, Winchester 

Warcuam, Srerney, Shanklin Jan10 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 

Wess, James, Hanwell, Builder Dec13 Rogers & Co, Westminster 

Witxixsos, Joux Jonaruan, Devonshire bldgs, Bath Jan1 Stone King & Co, Bath 
Wray, Haxxau, Durbam Dec 28 Barron & Smith, Darlingion 
Youne, Tuouas, Twyford Dec 19 Woold:idge & Son, Winchester 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Farpay, Nov. 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anorss, eer Feuix, a Surveyor High 


Fe my * * 13 Gra ~~ hd 
D, om 
Busrors, ke upon frrent 1 Pet No Norse 28 


ep Brotuzss, Brom; rd, 
Buavonsaty f Lords "Pet Aug ord’ Sept 11 
Beery, Anruun Watren, eltenham, Dresser 
eltenham Ord Nov 27 


Nov 27 

Buavx, Ivax, Aldermanbury, Merchant High Court Pet 
Nov 9 Ord Nov 27 

Gantuax, Cuartes Epwanp, Eocles, Furniture Dealer 
Salford Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Cousey, Wittiam Ricnarp, Cromer, * Tobacconist Norwich 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Davis, A, od Westminster High Court Pet Novi Pet 
Nov 


| Reh Cosam, Beenchley, Farmer Tanbridge Wells 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 

GotpseRs, Arty, Bethnal , a rd High Court Pet Nov 
26 Ord Nov 26 

Goopwix, Hegperrt, jasaten, Builder Stoke upon Trent 


Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Gaezxwoon, Jouy, te, York, Tailor York Pet 
Nov 
Calverley, 


Ord Nov 27 
Bed 
‘ord Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Agnes, Scarborough 


Wim Womerstry Taro 

Haaeirtr, Farmer 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Hanwoop, James Epwarp, ep sarin, Greengrocer 
Durham Pet Nov 26 

Heatucotse, WALTER as Chesterfield, Pro- 
prietor Chesterfield Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 26 

Ho.pixe, ARTHUR ih “West Bromwich, Baker West 
Bromwich Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Jacxson, Joux Tuomas, Oldbam, Greengrocer Oldham 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 23 

Jacques, Tuomas Waitwett, Bristol, Solicitor Bristol 
Pet Nov 21 . Ord Nov 26 

Jonzs, us, Yaa —_, Wrexham,Grocer Wrexham Pet Nov 


aie: ee Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Nov 28 
Ord Nov 28 


Keiiett, Anniz, tame, Confectioner Bradford 
Pet Nov 27_ Ord Nov 

“Luxe, Henny, Redruth, Blacksmith Truro Pet Nov 26 
Ord Nov 26 


Mackey, Faves, North Shields, Builder Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Nov 14 ng 7 oe 
Mzap, Cuan.es, Blackheath, Licensed Victualler Green- 
wich Pet Nov 24 Ord Hor 24 
Mep.ock, Onan, West , Watchmaker High 
= —_ af Ord _ 28 Getk 
STON, Manzitta Samver “4 Leytonstone, er! 
4 High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord N Bch 2 
LLER, WiL11aM, Kingston upon oiner Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 
Shrewsbury 
Pet Nov 12 ov 27 


Mu.iiver, ffl Epwrix, Laverpool, Physician Liver- 
pool Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Pace, Wittiam Grayt, Laleoster, Shopkeeper Leicester 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Parker, Grorce Anand Hotel Keeper Bed- 
ford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 

Piutort, Tuomas Winper, Maccleaficld, Innkeeper Maccles- 
field Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 23 

Piant, Atrrep, Lei , Builder Leicester Pet Nov 26 


‘ov 26 

Psocrer, Joun, Tunstall, Builder Hanley Pet Nov 24 
Ord Nov 24 

a" Jouy, Caergwrie, Grocer Wrexham Pet Nov 28 
ov 28 

Rocens, Soonee, Gon pueetiien, Plumber Carmarthen Pet 


Nov 26 
Darlington, a eee 


Rorsa, , Rang ; ae R, 
Stockton on Tees Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Sacar, Jonw Wit11am, Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet 
Nov 28 Nov 28 


Sexzsca.t, Jouy, Kirkburton, Nurseryman Huddersfield 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Snort, ‘WHuLLiaM, Collies Cardiff Pet Noy 23 Ord 


ov 

purars, Gases, Joseru, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov24 Ord 
‘ov 

a7 Yixgee, Decham, , Innkeeper Durham Pet Nov 


Nov 
Younc, Taomas Rozerr wanes, Leyton High Court 


Pet Nov 26 Ord Noy 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
=r Asriive Gussie, alae Juuction Dec 
latil Bankruptcy bldgs, © 


TRotortes Batqemes, Brompton an Piast Dealers 
Dec 7 at 1 tage, 


Bowxert, &, Abercarne, Bee 4 mf at12 Off Rec, 
Gloucester bank chmbrs, Newport, M 

Buckxtgy, Hewry, Doncaster, Carter Dee: 10 at 3.30 Off 

Ree, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 

be, Joun ae Gloucester, 
8 at 12 15, King st, Gloucester 

Epauyp, Teepe Mill Miller Deo it 10at3 Dolphin 
, Chichester 


Comsey, Wiuram Ricaanp, Cromer, Outfitter Dec 10 at 3 
7 Off Ree, 8, an eis Norwich 
apenas Henry 
a hange Hotel, Micholes of Bel 
he gies Richmon oe Des 7 at 11.30 24 
» Railway approach, Bridge : 


pane, Haney, 


weed Dec 20 at 2 Ex- 


Tailor Dec 17 at 12.30 Young 


GixxD0», 


Bj Boot Dealer Deo 17 at 11.30 
Gangswonp, anes, ives, 


Gugeveant , York, Tailor Dec 11 at 12.30 Off 
Hee, Sy Bionogat, York 


Havas, io Game 
Dec 10 atil 0g Res 21, Manor row, ‘ord 
Haxwer, Jauzs, W Gentleman Dec 10 at 12.15 





Hanrgisox, pose, Chapel sd, Worthing, Dec 20 at 2.30 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
i Se Le my em aa Dec 10 at 2.80 


tases, pwte, ody on the he Hl, Gentleman Deo 12 at 
Lixpvi ms of Wight, Convict Dec 
eabi2 1d, Tale 


Lore sient ait Saset Baas oat 


PR wins — » Grocer Dec 7 at 2.30 

eens en 8 2 Serene, Recaption Gove Dec 

Masrretox, Davip SaLmonp, , Traveller Dec 7 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, row, Leeds 


Meston, Manzitua —— we tinaneas, Leytonstone, Cake 
Dec 13 at 12 kruptey bidgs, oy a 
Moran, F Cox, Westminster 13 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
bldgs Decl0at1i Bank- 
Norraut, Raro.irre North Shia and Wittiam Isaran 


naz) 6Lewis, 
Dee 10 at 11.30" Off Rec, Pink , Newcastle on 








Newnay, Cuanrtzs O, 


ew ‘7 
Poswer, NATHANIEL, Narsayiet Giucksrerm, Alders- 
Furriers 7 


at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Passcorr, Wititam C, Ragatuys Dec 12at 12 Bank- 
’ 

Reap Wu ayer, Bango hil, Doctor Dec 12 at 12 
Rangnanoy Avo Sa tices Dee 10 at 2.30 
Ro: ee ae on Trent, Coal Dealer Dec 12 

Mat 11,40 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Savuwnp) Joux Henny, Chiswick, Lighterman Dec 7 at 
sense ate Rates Miyis"Be a 

ESCALL, JOHN, Nurseryman 

Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Tarrina, J. TORN A, Betote t Dec7at 

AMES, Agen 
Tarior, Ratra Soomese, , 

Dec 7 at2 EC Peagam, Solicitor, 


Taytor, Ricuarp, ’ 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Warrwniesr, OO Bes ‘tig Tee Licensed Victualler 


Dec7Zati2 Off 





Dec 10 at3 Off lane, 

Wauus, » Plumber Dec7 at 3 Off 
Ree, 1, St 's, Oxford 

Wurtz, Loruer, Eastbourne, Smith Dec 11 at 
ell, tay haan FL 

Wu Wak et Merthy? 4 Dec7ati2 Off 

Wincu, Caanues, Arundel st, Solicitor Dec 7 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

The f amended substituted f 
hel ie Condon Gaaeti of the St Nor. sai 

Grisget, Atrrep Tom, Wolverham Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dec 10at12 Off Rec, Wol 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aves, Austs, Chepstow Gloucester Pet Oct 17 Ord 


2 COS Sa 
AMFORD, JOHN, Gardener 
Stoke on trent eat Pot Wor 38 Ord Nov 33 
a. Wake- 
Be Geld” Pet Oct i “Ord Ord =P 
DEN, DANIEL Baker Birming- 
ham Pet Nov 22 Ora Nov 
— ioe Boot Manufacturer Bristol Pet 
7 Ord Nov 27 
Bormce, Abra ppere, Live Liverpool, Merchant Liver- 
Cc , Cuarntes Epwanrp, Furniture Dealer - 
“Mford Pet Nov 26 cio : ns 
Hal Oltes 


Farmer York Pet Noy 2 


=F rd High Court Pet Nov 
Goopwis Haxoxs7, Longton, Builder Stoke Trent 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov we 

Canaawes) Jouy, York, Tailor York Pet Novy 27 Ord 


Gamsuaw, Witt1am Womerstzr Tarronz, Calverley, 


Bradford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 26 
Haaeirr, a Burton Farmer 
mS OF, Bay 7 High 
zante Ord Nov 28 
diy 2 High Court 
B Serttent, Greenanyper 
ae se Ber % Worker Burnley | 


Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 


Tuomas, Bourne, Farmer Dec 17 at 12 Law Courts, |. 





Sonmeaees. Ze a + pees Huddersfield 

Sort, W: Ogmore Vale, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 
Nov 23 Nov 27 

a Jossrn, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov24 Ord 

Sane, Seren, Seaget {Darham Pet Nova? Ord 
ov 

Wargeee Jace, Mecstette, Setaespate High Court 


Tailor Leicester Pet 
Youxo, Tuomas Roszat Witsox, Publican’s 
Manager High Court Pet Nov 26 Py 

London Gasette.—Tursvay, Dec. 4. 


Anam, Waseus Licensed Victualler Car- 

marthen Deci Decl 

Asi, Onion ne Sunderland Pet Nov 
29 Ord Nov 2 
chester Pet Nov 30 Ord Nor mo 

wet smart Derby PetNov2s Ord 

Bo: Licensed Victualler 
np, Pasoxnice xe aye For 

Carga, Saat ‘ames, Kendal, Tailor Kendal Pet Nov 29 

CiEGe nag? Quarryman Rochdale Pet Dec 1 
Ord Dee i 


Conia Bete erag™ Dae Sesion 
aan Semeeiton Whestunight Stafford Pet 


Spas See an 
Nov 30 Ord Nov on 








Bank ae fect 
Cssoauny Backion on Too Fre 2 


8 Off Reo, 8, Albert 






THE SOLICITORS’ = 








Licensed Victualler 

Dee 1 

Pet Nov 15 Ord 
mr / ne Draper Pontypridd Ord 
+ rae Watchmaker Leicester Pet 


Nowpyr, } ion, Stamford, Jeweller Peterborough 
Pet Noy 30 Ord Nov 90 


on Tees PetNov2s Ord Nov 2 

Tuomas Faancis, Stockton on Tees, Hairdresser 
on Tees Pet Nov 30 Ont Fe Nov 90 
ee Joux, Baker Birmingham 
Pet @ Ord Nov 2 
Wit11ax Taomas, Wingham, Farmer Canterbury 
Decl Ord Decl 

Joszrn, Cubitt: Town High Court Pet Nov 10 


2 
T. Hawar, Lathrender Ki 
ee eee ae Te 
Tayion, Jossrn CuAmpens, eS 


Tuomrson, J ey General Deal: 
er 
pen Hull Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 29 


LL14M, Eowix Parer, and Bexsamtms Wartox 
R Coachbuilders Rochdale Pet Nov 20 Ord 
lov 29 


oar _ saacoeralretn Coventry Pet Nov 
lov 29 
Buax » West Master Mariner 
Wage ewe bel’ ort Deel” 
Wa Inver ite, Balog, Cycle Agent Madeley Pet Nov 


16 Nov 
Watusns, Jonx Bancow, Eocleshall, Miller Stafford Pet 


Wie, deen Ord Nov 29 


} AR, 4 Hereford Pet Dec 1 


Wix: x) Taoxas, Abchurch lane, Law Clerk High 
Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 2 


The amended notices are 75 mg for those 
in the London Gazette of Nov. 20 :— 

Hoge, Faspenox Witi1am, and Cartes Fouryve.i- 

Wizsor, lane, Stationers High Court Pet 


and Witiam Isaian 
China New- 
Nov 17 


“Tyne ee Oat 38 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AnnaswW,.Jony Mosk, Newgate st, Clerk Dec 11 at 12 
Banhieptey bags’ Garey ot 


Ba a ng eg AR Dec 12 at 11.30 Off 

Bageens, ¢ Jony, spon Trent, Nereery Gardenc Dec 
eee 

a Franx Ot Hocketey. Dec 12 at 


Benrey, og p ao Tripe ged Dee 
Bott Gheltenha 
Dee 1 19 at 11.30 


Oa te, Winssan, North Arh 
ieee Victualler 


= aaakaan mouth 
Bole 1 a og te 
0, Fiymouth Siew 


rd, Swansea 
Company Promoter Dec 11 
bldgs, Carey st 


pe semreaeers, Centneat, Peaates Dec 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
» Licensed Vic- 


Pro- 


Crompror, 
19 at 3.80 Of 
Deoxins6x, Witt1am Haver, 
tualler Deo 14 st 2 Off Rec, 
Deo i2at ll 23, 
Mats Asvbed Janes, 


Birmingham 
Warehousenian Dec 11 


at 
, Corn Dealer Dec 12 
ati Off Rec, Lianidloes 


roe eng non Tite Dec 18. at 


Faepear ice, ilingham, Dairyman Dec 
17at 11.80 Off Rec, Rochester ch 


Oorstis ‘ian Bethnal Green rf, Suite Maker Dec 11 

- ODulider 

sree, Zegoery, Leis, Boller Des 10 at 2 

cman, oot +. a my lil Calverley, 
Dee 12 at 11 Of Ree, a1, Manor row, 
a ees ee Dec 12 at 11 


=e Dec 12 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Gr Winssix, Strood, Plumber Dee 17 at 12 


an er Wun 
: 


Showman Dec liatii Bankruptcy bidgs, 


+ a owen 
"Gola house, 


Baa, Waring Deo 14 at 11.15 


bog, See Tore, Te Deo 11 at 3.30 Of 


Junction, High st, Portsmouth 


Mazptoce, Cuagues, Dorset o, Whee Dec 12 at 11 


Mencen, Laweerten = Ra RRs Dee 12 at xs | ton 


upon Hull, Joiner Dec il at 
a fall 


Mitier, WittaM, 
11.30 House lane, 
Moor, Hues Witwtam, Seaford Dec 12 at2.30 17, High 


st, 
Moyiz, Vrvrax Hevyry, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Dec 18 at 2 ee lel. Prat Friat street, 


Orne, o, Perorntcx Heer, Brita, ae Dec 12 at 
8 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st 
Pintorr, Taouas Witp ‘wlll Dee 11 
atil Off Reo, Kis Macclesfield 


23, 
Eayest Haxtey, Wolverhampton, School- 
Dec 19 at 10 Off Rec, W Wolverhampton 


Roeuss, Gonpes, Cosmesiins, Settee Dec 12 at 3 Of 
Rec, 11, Quay st, 


Sanpersox, Gzorcs Livros, reiviey 7. = 
Merchant Dec ll at 11 Of 


Hull 
oo, Samugu Josern. Refiner Dec 12 at 
Se fee ee age 
est, Hackney, pane Vic- 
Srevensox, Louis Jonx, a eh Deo 12 at 
2. 


.30 Off Hee, Tl, 
Srvusss, Wrutiam, Lambeth, Contractor Dec 13 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Prorueror, 
master 





st 
Tay JR) o, Maree’ Bootmaker Dec 11 at 
avon aa, 's, Salop, 

Trinky Howe lane, Hall 
ieee De ah ot tt Off 


Torwax, Asruur Cuartes, Walton on Thames, Hosier 
Dec 1] at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 


Weisserc, Jacos, Tobbacconist Dec 12 at 
2.30 PLR ay, Be 
Waves, Taomas Epear, Southend on Sea, Baker Dec 11 
ati? Off Rec, Temple chmbrs, Tem ple avenue 
Vee Epwarp, Wellington, Cycle Agent Dec 14 at 
Off Rec, Shrewsbury 


Wun Awmiz, Southsea, 


OT, On Hon Oneabesdign Suntion, High a Pores, 

mouth 

on . eee Dec 18 at 3.30 Off 
Woop agar, estoaty Rec, 


The pitied’ the Loot ake is substituted for that 
the London Gnete of the Bird Oct. := 


a Epuvuxp Avavstus, African Mer- 
DecI2 at 3 (Dec 6 at li veh ocened dade of 
= 96, Victorsn ot, Traged ) 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apaus, Wit114, ~<a Victualler Car- 
Pi Pet Des Grd Dee i 


As.tm, . Sundediand, Chemist } sunderiand Pet Nov 
sisal Sworn, Pease, Gt Horkesley, Dealer Colchester 


Pet 
Berry, Artaur W. Cheltenham, Tripe Dresser 
Cheltenham Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 30 
ymouth, Licensed Victualler 
Bovyenis, Samve. Hay a, BO Bice mer cr 
Wine Court Pet Ord No 0 
Bravs, Ivax, Alaemasbtey Meson 
Nov9 Ord Nov 30 
Cangees in Kendal, Tailor Kendal Pet Nov 20 
Comp be pe Wipe, Pall Mall High Court Pet 
; Mx y ah. x 
Cuan, Guatiaa So Pet Nov “Onl Nora” — 
Davey im im Tochaants, Draper Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
tate ae ‘Ferny, Shrewsbury, Licensed Vic 
Dio eee, , Shrewsbury Pet Nov 30 Ord Deo 1 el 
mony, Wyatt, Philpot lane, Solicitor Court 
Sept 5 Ord Nov me 
the, Aipade Sones, Sataapgae High Court Pet Nov 
Eis, Joszra, Milk Dealer Wi P 
ity x, Wiens, igan Pet Novy 20 


Evans, Rionanp Patrrey, Rhayader, Corn Dealer < 
town Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 30 28 
Froox, Frank, 


China Dealer ‘P. 
ox, Fare, Zontypriad, ‘ontypridd 
Harnsworts, Bexsamin, and ye Wass Mitxzn, Leeds, 
witeusn faye ii ~ Bont Noss 
Y 
by A ’Pet ere 
es , Farmer Newport, Mon 
Houneroor, Jou note, Kent, Carrier Canterbury 


h, Confectioner Stockton 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


PR Francs Rossst, Bristol, Printer Bristol Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 29 
Kipp, Wii11am, Halton Fen, Farmer Boston 
Ord Nov 30 ~ stench 
bd Olaines, Baker Worcester Pet Nov 28 


wy ery - eeepeee Bate Ratipe 
me CE Northumbs, Builder Newcastle 
lov 14 by Ad Pet 

Oot 19 ona Pes: a ee 


aemaee, Joux, Kis 

© ee 12 bg 

nipRass, GEORGE, 
17, Hertford 





Bonn, Fraepericx oy 
Plymouth Pet N 


Hoxror aH ce 











aunt rte tereiaciin Semaen Cambridge 
Nov 10 Ord Dec 1 

Nuwpy, Gzores Esrr, Stamford, Jeweller 
Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 80 

Norrau, Ratcurve Wiis, and Wituinw Isaraj 
Gonos Lewis, North Shields, China Dealers WN 
castle on Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 26 


Patrisox, Matruew Riousy, Darlington, 
ton on Tees Pet Nov 98 ' Ord Nov 98 
Pearce, Tuomas Francis, Stockton on Tees, E 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 30 
Portia: Wiutuasx Hewyzy, Bristol, 
Maker’ Bristol Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 30 
Parescorr, Wiii1am C, Regent’s Park High Court 
Nov? Ord Nov 29 


Rates, Wiu1dk Taomas, Wingham, Kent, Farmer Oa 
terbury Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 
Gooey, Janne, Farah, Shows Kendal Pet Oct 24 On 


. Licensed V 


Court Pet Nov3 ‘ov 2 


Sxitr, Taomas Gores Eanest, 
tualler High Ord 
Tayior, Heyry, Kingston on 
ston, Surrey’ 


Thames, 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Tariog, Joseru Cu 
Agent Birmingham Pet Dec 1 


Tuowrvor Joun, me el Fee hor as oe Se D 


bee 1 Guonan, Berkswell, Farmer Coventry Pet Ne 


Wane, Ricuazrp Buaxexzy, West Kirby, Master 
Birkenhead Pet Decl Ord Decl 


War, tome, Kingstone, Farmer Hereford Pet Dec 1 
Wau gt Anemun Avietvery, Plumber Aylesbury 


Woz Se ty Ye latare 
Waiazt, Bo KR ty Salop, Farmer 


The f amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
neat en dee Lashes Gasaie at of Nov. 27 : = 
Houpex, Fauponsor Wi and © Fone: 
cpee, Fi ILLIAM, HARLES 
Nov 15 * ond Went 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 12.—Mesars. H, E. Fostex & Crayrreco, at the 
E.C., at 20’ Freehold Hotel and Shop Prop 


and Leasehold (see 
Dee. 1, p. 4, col. 8). 








Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in-; 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s, 9d., half law calf- 
5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in thé 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be ca 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application be made direct to the Publisher, - 








EDE AND S50N, 


ror eb 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
ee beach. Corporation of Landon, fo. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, To 
Geste and and Olerks of the Peace. 3 


ielmtga nae University and Clergy G 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


#4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 








